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PREFACE 



In the summer of 1980, the ITV Division of the Maryland State 
Department of Education asked us to conduct* a study 6f the nature and 
extent v of television use in the state's public schools. We gladly 
undertook the study because "we felt thMr goals were commendable artd 
the results would provide a springboard for 'decision an,d action 
well as fulfill some of our longstanding research, interests. ' 



As with any major study of this type, many individuals are 
called on for assistance. At? the onset, we were fortunate tQ receive 
permission from Ron, Pedone of, the National Center for Education 
Statistics to use their newly revised "ITV questionnaires v These .we 
adapted and exp ande d to fit our own' needs/ The mos-t potable 
.contributor tc jip^ ^farly efforts- was Dr. Susan Clabaugh of the 
University o¥*r?1aryl and , She helped formulate and write the 
questionnaires and provided other insights on the study, particularly 
in the area of local production.. 

if ' f 

r The sample design depended on several individuals." Dr. Morris 
Rosenberg of 'the University of Maryland graciously advised u§ on the * 
most appropriate design for our needs and Di* . ^Thomas Shipley' of the 
Maryland State Department of Education was most generous in providing 
us with demographic, data files on the state's schools. 

During the data analysis stage we called ,on Dr. williarn Schafer 
of tiie University of Maryland. He made some useful recommendat iogs 
on statistical interpretations, greatly reducing our workload. 

• The Computer Science Oenter * of ' the University of Maryland 
provided gerterous support in the form of computer time^and the use of 
a "prettypr inter" terminal to produce this report. / 1 

Throughdut the project Xie 'were ble^ed with* hardworking, 
creative staff assistants who did everything frorn the most mundane to 
highly analytical tasks. Genevieve Keliey and Debr^LNelson 
monitored, coded arid, at times, interpreted data. They were the 
backbone of the staff, Tootie # McGowan mai-ntalrfedf the budget arid 
managed a<Jmlnistrative" detail , Helen Te^nell designed the cover on 
quite short notice. The rest of the ' Tnstrua t ional Development and 
Support Center' staff at the College of Library and Information 
Services provided assistance in the tfotmtl'ess details, large anck 
small, that continually arise in a large-scale research prdject. 

We would like to thank Dr. Martha ^ammarat^ of the ITV Division, 
Maryland State Department of Education, for her assistance throughout 
the project. She coordinated efforts-i communicated the . -ITV 
Division-'s priorities and "concerns, artd, in general, helped the 
project run smoothly. »■ 
* 

We would also like to thank, the , organizations who endoused this 
study: Maryland Public School Superintendents Association (MPSSA), 



er|c* 
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Maryland Secondary School Principals Association (MSSPA), 
Elementary School Principals Association (MESPA), 
Educational Media Organization '(MEMO) , and Maryland State . Teachers 
Association (MSTA). Without their 'endorsement we. are sure the 
response to our, request for - information 'would not have 
outstanding as it was. 

Most importantly, we want to express our appreciation 
approximately 1,100 Maryland educators who' took time out of their 
hectic day to provide us y with thoughtful* comments and opinions. 
Without them there^ould have been, no report, / 



Maryland* 
Maryl and 



been as. 



to the 



-Kerry A. Johnson 
Paul F. G. Keller 



/ ' . 'project summary 

background 

«.u ,/° r a number of y^ars the Instructional Television Division of 
the- Maryland State Department of Education has' been in need of broad, 
IV^n^^J Z a ¥<° n which 'to base policy and programming decisions. 
tltil g i„S h I?hi! d . •• s y stem ^i cal ly collected data about equipment, 
nJ g i a ° t -f r Ki SS l JeS ^ f immedi ' ate importance in the past, they did 
not have available to them the much more generic, statewide databas- 
necessary for long .range planning. In 1975- 1977 the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting (CPB) and the National Center for Educational 
Statistics (NpES.), under the direction of Peter Dirr and Ron Pedone 
conducted a comprehensive national study of the" nature and extent of 
ITV use in the schools (Dirr & Pedone, 1979). While the study was df 
limited use jay 'a state level , decision making tool due to -sampling 
consideration?, it nonetheless represented a'model -of' the type of 
inquiry Maryland ITV felt they needed. Sftth that background in mind 
and wi£h the cooperation of CPB and . NCES/, . the Maryland ITV 
.Utilization Study was initiated. - • 

$ fS 

The goal of the, study wa*s similar to that of the Dirr and Pedone 
effort, namely^ to find out as much as possible about the use of 
television in th.B 'schools. What factors affect use? Is there 
commitment, financial or otherwise, * to the .use of instructional 
television? How much administrative support and advice attends the 
ITV enterprise? Answers to these questions, among others, are 
expected .to form a knowledge base'for the ITV Division, to allow for 
comprehensive planning, and to provided benchmark for measuring 
progress, toward Long term goals'. , A 

Like-the 'national study, the Maryland ITV Utilization 'Study, 
emphasized four major areas of investigation: 

1. Availability 

This aspect of t.he ITV inquiry 'focused both oft the 
availability -of a broadcast signal ,or other programming source 

and the availability of equipment with . which to receive 

programming^ the obvious notion being that you can't us ! e what 
you can't get. ' 

* i ** 

2. Commitment i, - ; „ 1 , - 
V . . ■ ' 

Commitment viewed in two ways: (a) financial 

commitment at the .district and at the school level; and (b) 
resource, antl service 'commitment in terms 6f. building level 



\ 



ad^rfcistrative support, in-service training, and supplementary 
support supplies such as schedule books and program guides. 

3. Actual Use-* 

This area of inquiry focused £oth on the extent of use and 
on the mode of use of instructional television. . # 

H. Attitudes * 

* The opinions and values of Maryland's educators in k relation 

•to ITV t are considered to be fundamental factors in their 
potential use of the medium. Respondents, were asked to c comment 
on both positive and negative factors which might influence ITV 
use. * 



METHOD . - ' 

Data were gathered using mailed questionnaires adapted with 
permission from a newly . redesigned set of CPB/NCES instruments, which 
they are planning to use in a replication of their original ITV 
study. A sample of 200 Maryland schools was drawn u y sing a technique 
referred to as sampling with probability proportionate to size, which 
is a variation of. stratified random^s&mpl ing . One concern of the 
investigators was that differential use of ITV between schools might 
be heavily influenced by ^either schpol revel (i'.e,, elementary,, 
junior high/middie, or senior high school), or schoo.l or county size. 
This sampling* technique guaranteed ___,---a4£quate proportional 
representation. At each 'school the jsr iffcipal , the^m^dia specialist^ 
and five randomly v selected teachers were asked to complete* the 
questionnaires. In addition, the structure of the state school 
system suggested that the universe of districts, represented by all 
24 superintendents, be sent district-level 'questionnaires. The 
survey instruments and -sampling design were subjected^ to the scrutiny 
of a st^te-level . monitor ing ^committee and were approved with very 
minor revisions. # ' 

.* v • - 

Questionnaires were mailed in late winter, timed to correspond, 

to a Convenient period in the busy school Schedule. Response rates' 

• were excellent. At the- district* level, 23 valid questionnaires 

(95.81) were returned. t At the building level the rates \pf valid . 
responses were as follows: 
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EXPECTED ' 
FREQUENCY 



ACTUAL RESPONSE FREQUENCY 



ELEMENTARY 

JR HIGH/MIDDLE 

SR HIGH 

TOTALS: 



SCHOOLS 

% 

95, .47.5 
50 . 25.0 

55 27.5 
200 10JL.0 



TEACHERS 




MEDIA 


SPEC. 


PRINCIPALS 


M % 




N" * 


1 


N % 


334 48 


.0 


78 


46.2 


. 81 48.2 


167 24 


.0 


47 . 


27.8 


40 23.8 


195- 28 


.0 


44 


26.0 


47 27.9 


696 100 


.0 


169 


100.6 


168 100.0 



In other words:' 168 principals (84. OX), 169 media specialists 
(84.5%), ^and 696 teachers (69.6%) provided valid responses to the 
questionnaires. 
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'results « • 

availability of instructional television 

- 

Instructional television (ITV) is defined in this study as any 
television programming,- either broadcast' or recorded, which- is ^sed 
in the , school for purposes of instruction. ITV seems readily 
available 'in Maryland's public schools. Ninety-seven percent of the, 
media specialists report it is available either, through direct 
broadcast or .on videotape. The principals (95.8%) concur' with that 
assessment, but the teachers (84.8%) are not as sure. Still, 42.4% 
of the teachers used -ITV in 1980-81. This is consistent with 'the 
national estimate in which 41.5% of the teachers used ITV in the year 
covered by the national study. Teacher s , seem to either be - users of 
ITV or not. About one-third of them report zero years of use while 
«44.1% say they',ve used ITV for three or more years. For the most 
part, elementary teachers are bigger ITV users. This year, for 
instance, 56.8% of elementary teachers used ITV compared with 33.6% 
of' junior high or middle school teachers, and 24.0% of 'senior high 
school teachers. 

Reported sources of programming also' differed by school level. 
Elementary teachers <79.1%) appear rtore likely to use direct on-air 
television compared to junior high/middle school teachers (58.4%) or 
senior high teachers (54.0%). As ' expected-, then, proportionately 
more senior high (58.4%) and junior high/middle school (63.0%) 
teachers report using ca'ssett^ or videotape sources for ITV 
programming. Only one in four ^^mentary 'teachers report having 
videotape or cassette equipment available to them. Estimates of the 
medium used (i.e. broadcast, videotape, etc.) have a similar pattern 
but are higher for media specialists and principals. These 'two 
groups,, in general, rated availability, commitment, use, and 
attitudes in a slightly more positive light than did the teachers. 

Most teachers find that it is easy, or at L|ast "pretty easy,'* 

- 8 



to , get a TV set when they need one. At the elementary level 42. 4% of 
tne teachers, report that a set ib already in the Classroom; 28.8% 
said tfie TV s^ts are, brougrit to the classVobm from a central 
location. 1 At the t juni'or* and senior high level, 'however, th£ most 
frequently mentioned arrangement ^for xise (56.4% and 68.8% 
respectively) is that the sets are in the media center. * 

• * 

JChere seerrts to be consensus among groups and across school 
le-velsj that the* sets are well maintained (they jjo to a cental repair' 
shop wfceh necessary), and that reception is at least fair to good. 
Oifc possible exception to that generally positive summation is that 
QSpr 52.7% of high school teachers consider television reception in 
tlreir class good, while 34.0% consideV* it fair 'and 13.3 % feel* it's 
poor. Given the tendency toward an ^upward bias it is possible that a K 
significantly larger percentage of senior high teachers get poor 
reception than the data indicate. In any event, it is a situation 
which warrants further thought. , \ 

* ' - 

Most junior high school (87.2%) and senior high school teachers 
-(75.5%) have record/playbafck .equipment available to them so that, they 
can play back a TV program at s a convenient time. Approximately 56^1% 
of elemerttary teachers have stk^ equipment available. At all levels, 
, what seems in' shorter supply, or at least what fewer people report 
having^ access to, are tape libraries an$ someone. to do the recording. - 
A concern voiced by some media specialists in comments tfn the x 
questionnaires is that many requests for videotaping come for after 
school hours programming. " (The most often mentioned program is 
NOVA.) When asked how often they _used prerecorded programs., the 
response "always" was reported by 37. 5% of the senior high teachers, 
29-2% of the junior high/middle school teachers, and 1 2.2%' of^ the 
elementary teachers. Tne majority of* teachers who try to obtfaii^ 
videotape equipment seem to be able to get it without much trouble ^r 
already have it available. ■ 

.Program scheduling is » the most frequently cited difficulty 
affecting ITV use (55.5% of teacher respondents). Advance program 
notice (32.0%) and enough planning time (33.0%) are the next most 
frequently mentioned problems. ^ 

UTILIZATION OF* ITV AND OTHER MEDIA 



Teachers typically have their 4 entitle clas-s^view television as a 
single groups, without other classes. TV is use.d to" a lesser degree 
,With small groups or with individual students. On the average, 
teachers use ITV about one-half hour a week*.. 



When asked what media account *for ,most of their classroom use 
- . teachers cite sound slide/f ilmstrips/ (68.0%), films (55.0%), 
transparencies (47.7%), silent slide/f ilmstr ips (34.2%) and 1XV 
(30.7%). Audio recordings 1 , games and simulations, computers arft 
other media are also used, but to a lesser extent. Instructional 
television still falls far behind films &s a frequently used medium., 
•More than one-half the teachers use media for two hours or less per 
0 .week* • q / — ' 
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ITV, it seems-, might be used more than it presently is consider 

the distribution of responses to the item which- asks the amount of 

™?! A t rr h r?-„ W ° Uld u S? ITV Under °P tim ^m conditions. In that case 
only b.7% of the teachers said they would not use ITV "while 71.2% ■ 
said they would use anywhere up to two hours of ITV 6er week The 

^mL^ SP0 ? S6 iS ° n f h0]jr /Pf r . w * eek > - which ^ twicV the 'modal 
estimate of current use. ^Relatively few teachers ( 12.W feel that 
they personally are aware of a colleague who overuses ITV. 4 

Instructional television . is considered useful in initiating 
ideas wh>ich students can follow up. Teachers also give it credit for 
expanding the breadth of^ student knowledge on a subject.' To a 
slightly lesser degree it is attributed with having -a calming effect 
on the students; » . - 

\ ' ■ r 

Among ITV 'series users there-seems to be a reasonable' reliance 
on the teacher guides, both to preview programs (72.2%*' and to find 

f?o C «N C SUggeStl0nS " for less0n P lannin £ (&3.5J). In' most cases 
W2.5%), teachers had used a series before and tend to use it as a 
supplement tQ regular curriculum rather than as stand-alone, 
instruction (86.7%). They typically spend up to 10 minutes prior* to 
viewing and 15 minutes or less after viewing, engaged ' in classroom" 
discussion about .the program. ■ •' 

* < * 

! ~SUPR£RT FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION \ 

Principals and media', specialists see themselves as encouraging* 
ITV use but' also as leaving to the discretion of the teachers both 
the nature and extent of that us«. Teachers, on. the other hand, seem 
to see principals an& media specialists as being more neutral, less 
encouraging. This • is particularly the jcase' with regard ' to 
principals. The building level administrator's attitude seems to 
reflect the district's view of ITV. /\ ' 

• 1 

Among elementary school ITV users, guides S eenT to -be readily 
available, being distributed on request for the most part, >and are 
helpful in planning.^ The media specialist 'is most frequently ' the 
person repdrted to be responsible for their distribution. Senior 
high teachers appear to have more difficulty getting guides, however 
since only 41.1% report them readily available. 

_ Schedules, at least in eLementary ' schools, tend to be 
distributed to all teachers (53.6%). Again, high school teachers are 
less likeiy to get schedules; in fact, more than half don.'t even know 
how they're distributed.- Thajt's not to say they don't get them, but 
Certainly (if they did) they're not aware^ of hdw they got them'. 

' 1 A^2 ntact: v With outside ITV Personnel such as district coordinators 
or MSDE ITV Division staff is clearly aimed more at principals and 
media specialists than teachers. Only 4.4% of the teachers reported 
any communication with such ITV personnel while almost 40% of the 
principals arid 30% of the media specialists .did. it is also clear 
that such contact-, with media specialists -is 'aimed more at Upper 
school, miedia specialists than at other groups. 



When teachers are asked how often they get specific ideas 
regarding ITV use from each of a series of "sources, the'-media 
specialist receives .m.ost of the credi't. About one-third of 'the 
teachers say' the media specialist' provides specific ideas either 
"sometimes" (25.856) or "often" (8.7%). The ITV coordinator, where 
one exists, accounts for about the same response (24.056 sometimes* 
6^,9$ often). It is clear, however,' that for most teachers', "specific, 
insights on ITV programming or utilization are not top easy to come 
by frbm any source. Even the ITV guides, which are among' 'the most 
frequently cited sources of information, are considered by 48.256 df 
the respondents as "never" providing specific suggestions for ITV 
use. t 

.Proportionately (and not surprisingly) , mor% , media specialists 
(51 .256). have had training in ITV use tha»n either teachers (12.956)' *>r 
principals (22. 156)." Training for media specialists consisted 
primarily 'of college coursework (47 . 956 ) workshops at professional 
meetings (46.656), and district in-serviQe workshops (45 . 556 ). For 
principals, the sources^of training were the same, but the order was 
different: workshop^ at -prof essional meetings accented for 44.456 of 
the } responses , district in-service for 38 . 956, and college coursework 
2T.&%+ Teachers' primary sources of JTV training are'reported to be 
workshops at* professional meetings' (46. Q*) , followed by college, 
coursework ( 38 . 956 ), aad workshop/ sponsored by the ITV Division of 
the MSDp (20 v . 256 ). A relatively small, percentage of^ respondents 
reported having had an ITV training experience within the past three 
years: ' r ' ^ \ 

REACTIONS TO USE OF ITV* i . 

About half ,of, the. teachers and principals agrae that teachers do 
nob make enough use of $TV. Media specialists appear in general to 
be more favorable to ITV than the other two groups, and teo, 
consistent with that stance, 64 . 1 56 of them^ feel that teachers - <5an 
make more use of the medium. 

To an alarming degree, teachers (50. 756 ) and principals (59.2%) 
also share 'the opinion that teachers could use too much TV, and, if 
they did, their peers would comment.* To a lesser' extent media 
specialists ( 37 . 056) concur. Given the, uncertainty regarding how much 
us? is too ^ much, this could act as a strong deterrent to use, even 
though TV is regarded as a useful teaching tool by the vast majority 
of media • specialists C 9 3 - 1 % > , principals ( 93 . 1 56 ), and teachers 
(76.0%). - 



Is ITVL a frill in the 
specialists and principals 



♦ though; since only 26 . 356 think it's 



noX aware 
televsion 
q 'subjects. 
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time* of back-to-basics? Most -media 
think not. . Fewer teachers are sure. 



rjote^ a frill , r * 29 . 756 have no 
opinion on the issue, and 39.4% do indeed consider it a.frill. 
Numerous efforts have been made recently to introduce programming 
concern-fed with .basic skills. It would appear that many teachers are 
of these programs, or, perhaps, are convinced that 
as an instructional method is not appropriate for such 
In either case 9incS>two in every five teachefrs view ' ITy 

^ U \ . : . 



a«. a frill because of the pressure to achieve basic educational) 
goals., some alteration^ attitudes might be necessary; In whiqte case 
media specialists arid principals should prove to be worthy advocates.* 

f - 0 n.J» aCherS * US i IT ^ in a va riety of ways. r Most teachers ' (74'. 2*) 
(If Ax T ng ' ^ 3 J? u PP le mentary teadhing tool, although some 

' alt J? -^8g€st that many programs meet curricular needs. There 

' ?5 h f ° o of.time in the day when many teachers 4&C.3$) fi,nd 
ITV helpful particularly in ^he elementary 's^ho^ l\ where 68.2%- of ■ 
tHe teachers find it fits n leftist n th.e less structured schedule. 




• . Compared with other^«M»i 0 nai> materials , ,' it is harder to 
maintain a budget for. T About , one-half of the principals and 

media specialists say it's harde^ or much harder to maintain the ITV 
budget while only a scattered few find it easierj Bu't, at the same 

•time that 22. 2% of V the principals and- 27.9* of the m^dia specialists' 

iVit^l ' ITV .„ iS S5V flrSt ' t0 ' g0 in^-rotktt budgetary climate. 
Slightly more than that in each, group diffgree. with such 'an 
assessment The conflicting signals, although they point towar* 
ITV s budget vulnerability,, suggest that increasing support for the 
•medium is possible, This is particularly true v when one considers the" 
•enthusiastic manner in wiiich -I.TV i.s credited with meeting so many ' 
educational goals. • ■ 

. Consider, for example, the ^followng fist of uses of ITV and' the 
proportion of principals ■ and media specialists who 'rate each as 
important : * •■ 



PRINCIPALS 


MEDIA 

f 


SPEC. ' 


; -96,8% 




► 

.3% ! 


91. OX '' 


92 


.5% 


92.9% 


93- 


2% > 


• '87.6% 


90. 





A*. To extend* the rang£ 

of experiences available 
to students' 

B. To. provide different 
- approaches to 

* presenting material 

C. To bring new resources 
anti/or persons into 
the classroom 

-D. To motiyate students 1 
«^>'inter'est in the subject 

CONCLUSION " , 

v 

The Maryland ITV Utilization Study generated a va'st amount of 
valid-, potentially useful dfta. This report^summarizes those data 
and, perhaps more importantly, provides some indication of the many 
directions , further analysis of it 'can' take. Strict summary . 
statistics^are of interest to policy , ajn<r'decision-makers . There- is 
little doubt of that. However, many times specific decisions need to 
be based on more de.tailed and specif ic' analysis— analysis aimed at' 
single questions. To this end, it is re'commended that administrators V 



or Veseachers- who are interested in this study, and* at the* same time* 
•would like .to see the work expaned or continued,* should. conta^< the, 
authors % - * . ' ' ^ 

t Several follow-up studies based on th§ Maryland ITV, Utilization* 
*Stfudy data^ "will be forthcoming in the months to follow. These will 
be presented at professional meetings ,,and wlII appear in - sundry 
' journals. The' investigators * will .be happiest when the resulting 
% ^findings begin- to address the many concerns and issues raised in this 
br^ief* Summary . • ' ^ 

r 



/ 
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. / METHOD 
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QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN. 
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Design of the questionnaires was f undertaken In two stages: (1) 
a series of Meetings was held with personnel from the Division of 
Instructional Television* to reach a reasonable compromise' between 
what 'information might be useful in getting an understanding of the 
* nature, extent, and future trends in^ITV use on the* one hand, and the 
-retype of information t.hat could be obtained reliably through mailed 
questionnaires on ^ the, other. The authors 1 experience in 
questionnaire research had shown that response rate was strongly 
jdetermined by the respondents 1 being able to fill out the 
^questionnaire in a single, brief, uninterrupted session witri no need 
to track 4own additional informatipn filed away here and there. The 
prototypes, especially the critiaal teacher questionnaire, underwent 
"informal field testing *to identify any particularly difficult items 
that ,were missed in tire editorial sessions. In contrast to previous 
ITV utilization studies, tjne present study also included a 
questionnaire for school ..library med^a specialists, who are often 
catalysts for instructional media utilization. Maryland is fortunate 
in having well developed school" library programs with a media 
professional irv most schools. (2) The second stage of the design 
included the format and physical appearance of the questionnaires. 
Again, the authors 1 experience has shown that "slick/ 1 proFessionrally • 
1 ^printed, color coded questionnaires were viewed with more respect and 
returned more readily than "h.alf-f ininshetf 11 products dorte with a 
typewriter and reproduced by mimeograph or copier.. Samples )of the 
instruments are included in Appendix A. The process of questipnnaire 
design was greatly simplified because, the authors were able to build 
on the instruments used* in th4 CPB/NCES study as well as prototype 
instruments to be used in a second national follow-up survey. 

, ' Like many other states, Maryland h&s, taken, measures * to insulate 
teachers and school administrators from excessive or questionable 
requests for information. These instruments in their prototype form 

% underwent . scrutiny by the CSPEIS but for some school districts, 
approval' by CSPEIS was" not sufficient in itself, so approval by a 

^research director or assistant superintendent also needed to, be 
secured. Finally, to lend maximum credibility .J^o the study, 
endorsements were obtained from the major professional organizations 
in the state: the Maryland .Secondary School Principals Association," 
the Maryland Elementary Principals Association, the Maryland Public 
School Superintendents Association, the .Maryland Educational Media 
Organization, and t'he Maryland State Teachers Association. 

' 14 . 
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SAMPLING DESIGN . 

From the point of . view of administrative structure, public n 
^lucatiof) in Maryland is, comparatively speaking, well organized. In ^ 
contrast to "the. Balkanization ev.idefit-in oJther st^fftBs, Mqr/land's 
school districts are congruent with individual_§ountie^r, and the city^ 
of ^Baltimore . The t state does, however, ^ia>e a variety \>f* 
geographical regions, each with variations in population density, ^r 
capita wealth, political climate,- and educational priorities. 
Clearly, this first comprehensive study of instructional television 
in Mar ylancty would have to t'ake some of these variations into, account 
in .ort3er to be a useful management in % formatiort product as well as a 
sound contribution to 'instructional media research*- A primary goal 
throughout the course of the project was to achieve a balance between 
the fimited financial resources available and the general izabil ity, of 
the data* . • 

It was determined that a sample of 200 sqhools wo did be the 
minimum number, given a reasonably good response ra te ,* necessary to 
provide acceptable sampling errors.^ The individual schaol was' 
regarded 'as the basic sampling unit from which, the following \ 
individual units would be drawn: the principal, the media \ 
specialist, and five teachers,- randomly selected by the principal \ 
using an algorithm provided with the questionnaire packet (See s 
Appendix A). Superintendents would also participate. Because there 
are only*24 school districts in Maryland, the universe could be 
polled economically. The sample aan be characterized as a stratified 
probabilistic cluster sample, which for the prevailing situation is x 
highly representative. It would also offer great economy, provided % 
that control dLata needed to draw the sample were available in 
machine-readable form. It was "originally hofred ■ that a school's 
selection - for the sample' 'on* the basis ^of 
probability-proportionate-to-s,ize could be based, on the number of 
teachers in that school. Unfortunately r the available data were 
neither current nor captured in machine-readable form. Making the 
assumption that teacher : pupil ratios were' relatively stable' across 
the state, it was decided to use pupil enrollment statistics instead- 
Computer tapes were obtained from the State Department* -of. Education 4 
Division of Management Systems containing separate files of student 
enrollment data and schopl "names and addresses. t The,se files were* 
edited fbr relevant information, sortecf, and merged. It was found - 
that there were schools- for which enrollment statistics but no 
machine-readable name or address existed . This problem was corrected 
by obtaining the information from other published soyrces and 
inserting the missing data. The file was listed and examined by hand 
, to cull schools not appropriate to the study. These were for the 
most part Scho-ols serving special populations such as home and 
hospital schools or special education tenters. Using a combination 
of original programming, and utility routines, the revised file was 
sorted by county and by schools within a cbunty on the basis of 
student* enrollment. An interactive FORTRAN program was written to 
sbllcit a random starting point and then step through the file, 
writing the sample of 200 schools to a new file (See Appendix B) . 
Principals 1 names and telephone number^ for the 200 schools were 
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obtained*, . from published sources and apprehended in machine-readable 
form. This file wa.s, merged with the sample file and sorted in ZIP 
code order to 7 generate mailing labels for questionnaire' packets. The 
number of schools and their enrollments as of fall, 1980, comprising 
the sample, /as well as 'the, .universe from which the sample was drawn 
are displayed in TabW 1.' A breakdown of the sample and universe by 
school type is shown in Table 2. School type is based -on codes used 
by the, Divisvej^ojf. Management Systems.. 

Table 1 • . « ' . 

Number off Schools a"nd Enrollments by County 



COUNTY 



Allegany 
Anne Arundel 
Baltimore . 
Calvert 
Caroline 
Clrroll 
Cecil 
Charles 
Dorchester 
Frederick 
Garrett 
H afford 
Howard* 
Kent 

Mon tgSfmery * 
Prince Georges 
Queen Aunes 
St. Marys 
Somerset 1 
.Talbot. 
Washington 
Wicomico * 
Worcester f 
Baltimore City' 



"NO. OP 




SCHOOL'S 


ENROLLM/ENT 
* 


I 


4 


3 


ftl ,938 


19 


T9,667 


26, 


23,559 


2 * 


1,-915 


1 


' 583 


6 


6,055 


3 


2,243 


5 


5,012 , • 


2 


1,418 


6 v 


6,163 


2 ' ' ' 


1 , 180 


8 \ v 


7,192 


7 * 


5,001 - 


1 ' - 


158 


*6- " 


21 ,028 


33 


28,309 


1 .> 


615 


4 . 4 


3,299 



. 1 • 
1 

5 
3 

1 v 

34 



61 
64 
. 3,599' 
2,176 
516 
34,264 



UNIVERSE 



% N0. OF 
SCHOOLS ENROLLMENT 



26 


1 1 ,832 


26 


69,754 


146 


94,974 


* 8 


7,822 


4,051 


28 


20,105 


25 


12,828 


26 


17,482 


13 


5,202 


35 


23,129, 
5,421' 


'17 


41 


30,010 


46 


25,144 


8 


2,849 


173 


97,739 


205 


121 ,071 


9 


,4,731 


24 


12,148 


12 


3,749 


9 


3,998 


41 


19,993 


22 


11 ,891 


1 1 


5,351 


176 


123,698 



TOTALS: 



200- * 1?7,644 . 1,218 



734,972 
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Table 2* 

Typfs of Schools 



SCHOOL 
TYPE * 



SAMPLE • UNIVERSE- 



2 

3\ 

4 

5 

TOTALS; 



* LEGEND 
TYPE 2 

, TYPE 3 
TYPE 4 
TYPE 5 



92 
91 
14 

*>3 



200 



ff15 
£91 * 
185 * 



- 27 
1 ,2.13 



Elemefttary 
Secondary 
Middle 
Others * 



AQMIJ1ISTRATION 



a 



Because the "-study gambled on a high response rate 'from 

# relatively small sample and because the role of the school prinicpal 

was driticral,* a schedule of careful, unambiguous communications was 
devised as follows: 



Marc^i 18 

March 19 

tyarch 23 

Jiarch 24 

April 3 

April 23 

April 27 



M;ay 1 
June 1 



Introductory letter to principals including s teacher 
selection algorithm ' . 

Introductory letter t&^ superintendents 
Questionnaires to superintendents 
Questionnaire packets to principals 
Reminder/Tiiank-you postcards sent tg/all 
Follow.-up letters $nd second questionnaire sent to all 
noaresponding superintendents 

Begin , follow-up. phone calls to principals in #11 
schools^ * with ^questionnaires outstanding; b*gin 
follow-tip calls to n'onresponding superintendents 
Follow-up letters' sent to all no.nrespondejats : 
Final deadline fo? receiving all questionnaires 



In addition, free use was made a£ .the telephone to maintain friendly 
relationships with the school principals in the sample and other 
school district .personnel, to resolve .ambiguities and 
questions whsre necessary. 



answer 



Logging in questionnaires, keeping track of non-respondents*, and 
ot^er management tasks were accomplished' by means of a manual system. 
It was originally hoped to process all management information, oru an 
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Apple II microcomputer and' do data -analysisoh the university's 
mainframe maejiine. Programming specifications were indeed drawn, 'but 
the venture wgs abandoned because there were no, ireadil$2 available 
means 'for the t^o computers to communicate with one another. 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

All data analysis, was done using the Statistical Package far the 
Social Sciences (SPSS). Bec^se many data from' the q^est ionnaireS 
were nominal scales, the task of transcribing them to separate coding 
sheets for ^Jbsequeht keypunching would have been error-profle and 
prohibitively expensive, so programs were written in XBA-SlC to 
solicit item-by-item information from a terminal and doNnirrimal error 
and logic checking, .making it possible to enter data directly from 
the questionnaires (See Appendix B) . Once captured electronically, 
data, from individual questionnaire items were concatenated into 'cerd 
images and written to an Intermediate file, which the user could 
append to the main^ data, file at the end 0/ the sessipn. In this 
manner 4 , separate data files were, created for teachers, ' principals, 
media ^specialists , and superintendents. The only manual intervention 
•that was- necessary was to add to thes-e files a variable that would 
unambiguously categorize the school' as' being of type elementary, 
junior k high/middle school, or high school, ^ince the school t^pe 
codes already in the .file grouped schools on a different critefion. 

. Virtually all of the, data' appearing in %he reporf were generated 
via'the SPSS subprograms frequencies and crosstabs. The standard 
errors reported were computed as though a simple random san^ple design 
had been used and are therefore conservative estimate^. However, 
sinc£ schools in the sample were selected with a probability 
proportionate- to, county and school enrollment, some counties are 
represented much less frequently than others. The findings of the 
study are generalizeable t^ythe state- of Maryland, but not to 
individual counties within the state. 

This report* was encoded, edited, and printed using' the 
University of 4 Maryland Document Processing' System (DPS). It would 
not have been possible to'ma'aage and massage the vast amounts of 
information associated with the project without a generous allocation 
of» computer time from ' the University of Maryland Computer Science 
Center. x 
> * 
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TEACHERS 



INTRODUCTION 



This, and the tiext three sections 6f the report, describe in 
detail ''the responses to each item on .the questionnaires from each 
group.- Section organization is based on the order -of items in' each 
questionnaire. In gsneral, for the sake of uniformity and impact, 
responses to each item We first summarized in a table and then 
discussed in text. The . narrative is terjse, much of t-he interpretation 
is left to the reader. 

> ?' 

A comment about the tables is in order. To facilitate 
comparison and generalizability ; percentages or relative frequencies 
are used to describe' distributions- of teacher, media specialist, and 
principal data. * Superintendents, as explained later, represent a 
special case. Distributions are displayed~"by school level and for 
the ( total sample. In the "total" column a number (or numbers) 
preceded by an asterisk will 'of ten appear in parentheses. These; are 
the sampling errors and*. sfcouLd be read as plus or minus the amount 
sho'wn. They can be interpreted as a confidence interval, or an 
interval of one standarfd deviation, an either sid.e of the value^ given 
in the "total" columns. Each stated value has a two out. of three 
chancex of being -within the given interval. For example, in item #J 
the ftf'st value in the "total" column is 33.656. It' has a two ojjt of 
tnree chance of really being between 28. 5% (33.6-5.1) and' y%.7% 
(33.6+5.1). The need_for such a range of values arises directly from 
problems associated with asking qu^stion% of only a sample out o.f a 
larger population. If all Maryland teachers, for example, had been 
asked about instructional television, there would* have been no" 
sampling error. In some tables, there will be only a single sampling 
error- given. For those cases the -same^ value applies to all items in 
the table. * 



) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 



#1 GRADE LEVEL 



erJc 



Frequencies in type 2 and . typev 3 schools (middle/ junior/ and 



^senior high are inflated because tea^hers^n those grades were apt to 

jght. ' 



declarfe 'more than one gr*ade level tauj 
^Vpes of school are as follows: 



Numbers of teachers by 
* J 



5 



/ 
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TYPE 1 : Elenrentjary 
TYPE 2: Mfddle/Junior 
TYPE 3': ;■ Senior High 



28$ 



$2 SETTING 



« Teachers ,by and large . described their classroom setting 'as 
self-contained { ^although almost one in five cfonsider themselves as 
working * in « A* nan- traditional- setting . ' 



J3 NUMBER OF STUDENTS TAUGHT 



Number of students ranged from \ to 180, with a few cases of 

larger teaching loads. The snean. class, siz'e is- 82,2; the mode is 30. 

Tne number -of. classes assigned, to each'teacher ranged from; 1 to 7, 
with a mean of 4 .Snd a mode pf*5. 



#4 SUBJECTS TAUGHT 



While approximately 4856 of the teacher.s in the sample are 
classified as elementary, only 40% of the teachers teach all 
elementary subjects. ^ Sprinkled throughout the elementary teacher 
group are reading specialists, art teachers, physical i educators and 
others. However, the larg-est single si/bject specialty by far '"remains 
multi-disciplinary elementary; % The rather even distribution across 
secondary school sub ject * sp^cialt ies (math, language arts, so'cial, 
science and science) is consistent with tradition.* Special educators 
could be expected' to account for s& ' relatively small group since 
special A schools for students \with handicapped conditions were not 
included in this survey. - - 



\ 



#5 FUNDED PROGRAMS 



the majority of teachers ( 6656) report that thef^verS rrat 
involved ip any specially funded programs, or projects. One-fourth of 
the respondents were anvoKed in one funded program. *\ y\ 

. \ 

#6 EXPERIENCE 



y 



This ^bacher group (teachers in Maryland)? 'appear to have 
considerable yeafcs teaching experience, given tnat 56% have 1 ten or 
more .years in a /school other than>th*eir present st?£ool, and 27% have 
£hat much time^ in at the same school* A breakdown ,by school level 
shows that senior high teachers have the most experience with 
two-thirds having ten or more years experience* at schools other than 
their present school and approximately ope third stating * that they 
h^e been at the' present school for at least ten years. 
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AVAILABILITY OF., INSTRUCT10NAL/TELEVISI0N • 

* « 

iH YEARS USED INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION 

i . ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH T.OTA L 

' • 1 K 3 42.9 59,9 • 33.4 (* 5 .1) * 

0NE /' • ^^-5 12.3 10.4 9.9 

TWO "13.3 • 17.2 , fr.8 12 4 

THREE OR MORE ' 64.8 27.6 22.9 44. 2 

It appears that teachers either use ITV eonsist-ently or they 
don't use it at all. Note the bimodal distribution of responses to 
this item. Forty-four percent of the teacheW * 'indicate they have 
used ITV for three or more years while 33% indicate they have used it 
virtually not ■ at all. In addition, comparing the cumulative 
frequency of one, two, three or more years of use (66.4%) to the 
present use level (42. 4%), a declin^ in use appears evident. "This is 
an observation which can't be definitely demonstrated here, but 
certainly one which, warrants further study. 

Broken down by school level,' the distributions reveal "that 
elementary teachers are the most active users of ITV. Seventy-one 
percent of those who use ITV for three or more years are elementary 
teachers, while the remaining long term users are evenly divided' 
between junior high and senior high teachers. .In addition, 64. 1% of 
the elementary teachers are big users. This compares with 51.9? of 
the senior high and 42.9% of the junior/middle school teachers who 
reported, no use of ITV. , 

Similar results were found when comparing those who currently 
view ITV in elementary, junior/middle school and nigh school. If the 
trend toward less viewing is real, it is elementary t«achers who 
account for the drop, because each of the other two groups shows a 
higher percentage of current use than they show for long-term use 
Ithree or more years). , 

j 

08 ITV PROGRAMMING "AVAILABLE , % 

ELEM , JR/MIDBLE SR HIGH TOTAL 



YES 91.0 86.2 72.8 84.9 



Program availability does not seem to be a real problem in 
Maryland since approximately 85$ of the teachers reported that they 
received either direct, on-air broadcasts or videotaped programs for 
use in their classes. This compares to 72% program availability in 
the national sample (CPB/NC^S). Clearly, ITV programming is more 
readily available in -elementary schools and to- a lesser extent', in 
junior/middle schools than it Is In high schools- (perhaps a projblem 
of perception on the part of high school teachers, but that is not 
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clear from these data). 



#9 TV SETS AVAILABLE 



NONE 
B & tf 
COLOR, 
i BOTH 



ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


4.0 


10.1 


15.5 


8.6 


37.2 


36.7 


28 .9 


34 .8 


44 . 2 


32.9 


' 32. 1 


38.2 


14.6 


20.3 


23.5 


18.4 


0 




t- 





9 

( ; *3.4) 



Here, t in comparison with the national sample, th^re are ,two^ 
distinctions to be made. First, more Maryland teachers (8.6%) report 
that £h£y have no television sets available in their classrooms than 
the 2% in the national sample. Second, the Maryland data demonstrate 
fctftf rapid changeover to color sets in recent years, as 38% of the 
Maryland sets are color compared to only 15% in the national study. 



-jf* 



Again, the high school teachers ar? more likely to have no' 

television sets available than .either of the oth§r two groups. 

Elementary teachers also tend t6 have'more color sets available (44%) 

thaTi their junior/middle school (32.5%) ^br senior high (32.1%) 
colleagues. 



r 



#10 TELEVISION MEDIA "AVAILABLE 



ELEM • JR/MIDDLE 

ON-AIR ' 78.9 59.7 

CASSETTE/ VIDEOTAPE 25-8 63.3" 
CABLE TV 8.1 7.2 

VIDEODISC 1.3 2.9 

CLOSED CIRCUIT - 16.8 -25.2 

DON'T KNOW 10.7, ' 16.5 . 




TOTAL 
67.7 
43.3 
7.7 
2.2 
21 .6 
14.4 



(»1. 
(*2, 
(*1 , 
(*0, 
(»1, 
(*1, 



3) 
0) 

3) 
6) 
7) 
4) 



» 1 

The mpjority^of teachers ('67. 7%) reported that they were able to 
{ * get direct on-air broadcasts frqm public television. Relatively few 
teachers (43.3%) said they had cassette, or videotape available, 
however . 'Considering the avail ability' of VTR equipment in the 
marketplace and the length'of time it'^has been available, it seems 
reasonable to expect a greater proportion of teachers to report Ahey 
, have access to such equipment in their 'classrooms . / 

One impressive finding, when the mQrie of reception is considered 
by school type, is the relatively low percentage (25/8) of elementary 
school teachers reportii#g the availability of videotape or cassette 
* equipment. It is reasonable to assume that a greater need for such 
* equipment is present in junior/middle and senior high schools since 
their classroom schedules are typically more rigid relative to ITV 
scheduling, but the flexibility provided by such equipment would 

ERIC ' .22 * 
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doubtless aid s * the elementary teacher as well. ■ Senior and 
junior/middle schools, being generally larger than elementary 
schools, can usually justify the equipment expense, more readily, but 
it is ljLkely to, have some effect on ITV use in elementary schools 
since a major factor contributing* to non use is schedul ing "problems . 



#11 ACCESS TO TV SET 



EASY- 
PRETTY EASY 
SOMETIMES CAN'T 
OFTEN CAN'T 





* i 

§ 


t. 




ELEM 


J R /MIDDLE 


SR HIGH" 


TOTAL 


68.9 


50.7 


42.9 


57.9 


20.2 


33.3 


31 .7 


. 26.3 


6.7 


8.3 


12.4 


8.6 


4.2 


7.6 


13.0 


7.3 



(*3.7) 



In the main, teachers found it -at least "pretty easy" to get TV 
equipment; they could- get .it most- of the tyme they needed it. As 
with .other items, ease in access appears to be related to level of 
school with 89 . 1 %/ of the elementary teachers able to get equipment 
movst of the time and fairly easily. Alrifost 70% of them reported that 
it was easy to get equipment. Senior high teachers, in -contrast, 
appear to have a more difficult time getting TV equipment. Thirteen 
percent report that they often can't, while anyther 12.-4% ■ say theyi 
sometimes can't s get equipment. It is^dif f^fcult to judge where the* 
critical point lies in the ease/diff iaulty continuum, but it seems 
safe to say that it would ,be advantageous to have larger numbers of 
teachers believe that there is no problem in getting equipment and 
that equipment is readily available given enough lead time.- 









i 
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#12 LOCATION OF TELEVISION 


SETS 








IN MY CLASS 


ELEM 
42.6 


JR/MIDDLE^ 
19.3 


SR HIGH 
10.6 


TOTAL 
28.6 

# 


(*1 .8) 


MEDIA CENTER 


24.0 


X 56.0 , ' 


68.8 




(*2.0) 


BROUGHT FROM 
NEARBY CLASS 


16.1 


•13.3 


7.6 


13.2 


(*1.3) 


GO TO NE-IrBY CLASS 


8.2 


6.7 


1.8 


6.1 


(»0.'9) 


BRdUGHT FROM 
CENTRAL LOCATION 


'28.7 


27.3- 


-21.2 


26.4 


(•K7) 


GO TO .CENTRAL 1 
LOCATION 


3.8 


• 

6.0 


.7.1 


5.2 


(•Q.-9) 



Elementally teachers tend to use ITV in their own classrooms, 
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as. 
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demonstrated by the fkct that 42,6% report that sets are already 
available in. their class-while an additional 44.8% either have a set 
brought from another class, brought from some central location, or 
both, Usei)f theJmedia center as a Viewing, place appears to be .more 
typical for junior/middle (56.0%) and senior high teachers*C68*.8fc) , 
although many also report that they have^sets brought from- a central 
fc location t * ' 



#13 GOOD'R'EPAIR 







ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


ALWAYS 


35.7 


36.2 


28.7 


34.2 


MOST OF 


THE TIME 


54.3 


53-4 


58. 1 


55.3 


SOME OF- 


THE TIME 


5,1 


3.8- 


8.1 


6.8 


SELDOM 




4.5 


0.7 


5.0 


3.7 



(*2.9) 



Set repair *does not seem to be much of a factor in ITV use, 
Teachefs at all -school levels consistently report that s£ts are in 
good repair most of , the time or all of the time. Fewer than v 5? of< 
all teachers report that sets are seldom in good repair. 



#14 TELEVISION RECEPTION QUALITY 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL . , 

GOOD 63-4 ' 70.3 52.7 62.3 (*2.7) 

FAIR . 29.4 ' 22.5 " 34.0 29-0 

, POOR 7.1 7.2 13- 3 , 8.7 

Only -62. 3 % of 1 all teachers surveyed report getting good 
television reception. Among high school teachers the figure drops to 
52.7%. Ro'ughly half of the high school teachers report they have 
only fair or poor*reception . At the same time they claim l<?ss ITV 
use. It' seems reasonable to wonder about the degree to which 
reception quality influences utilization. 



\ 
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ELEM 
55.9 


• JR/MIDDLE 
86 . 6 


SR HIGH 
85.5 


, TOTAL 
73.1 


(*2.0) 


14.1 


•13.4 


13,8. 


13.8 


(*1.6) 


39.0 


30 .6 


. 34.3 


32.3 


(*2.i) 


6.6, ' 


20. 1 


27.0 


16.4 


(*1.7) 


17.4 


31 .3 


36.8 


27. 1 


- (,*2-0) 


19.7 


l 18.7 


27.0 


21 ..6 


(*1.8) 


38/0 


59.0 


48.7 


46.9 


(*2.3) 






p- 
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#15 TV RELATED SERVICES' AVAILABLE 

» 

RECORD/PLAYBACK * 
EARPHONES 

EASY (DIAL ^ACCESS 39.0 

TV STl/blO 

TAPE LIBRARY 
IN SCHOOL 

TAPE LIBRARY* 
IN DISTRICT * 

SOMEONE TO RECORD 



teachers (86-. 6% and 85. 5% respectively) report having videotape 
equipment available. Elementary teachers report VTR equipment is 
available to a lesser extent— 56. \% report availability. Although 
the "equipment is available in junior and senior highs, it is less 
likely that these schools have a person available to do the 
recording.- This may or may not influence use. . 



#16 HOW OFTEN ARE PROGRAMS PRE-RECORDED 



ALWAYS ' 
MOST OF TIME 
SOME OF TIME a 
SELDOM 

NOT APPLICABLE 



ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


5.5 


16.7 


. -19.9 


11.9 


-6.2 


20.1 , 


T4.9 


1 1.8 


10. J 


14.6 


7.5 


10.8 


22.5 


5. .6 


10.6 


15. 4 


55.0" 


1 43. 1 


47.2 


50.2 



(*5.9) 



Teacher responses regarding frequency of u'se of prerecorded 
material is consistent with their observation on VTR equipment 
availability; junior and senior high teachers depend on* it to a large 
\degree, elementary teachers only to a. very modest degree. Elementary 
teachers, as indicated by the large number of "not* applicable" 
responses, demonstrate that it is not really an issue. When looking 
at this item in relation to similar items it can be shown that the 
"not applicable" response is generally either a result of the Jack of 
equipment or the absence of personnel to run the equipment. The 
irony here is that program scheduling (question #18) is indicated 
emphatically' (65. 1% of elementary teachers) as a factor affecting ITV 
use*. : 

25 < 
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#17 IaSE OF ARrI 



EASY . * 

PRETY EASY 
SOMETIMES CAN'T 
'NOT EASY 
NEVER -TRIED 
NO FACILITIES 

When triey try, it appears to be relatively easy for teachers to 
get programs tSped. However, \a surprising number (26.2%) report 
never trying. Junior/middle schools, have a slightly easier time 
getting programs taped or played back than their senior high 
colleagues and each of those 'groups is considerably ahead of the 
elementary teachers. Again, the paucity of playback/recording 
equipment is obvious i'n elementary, schools. Sixty-two percent of 
elementary teachers reported either never trying to get equipment or 
that therfe pre no facilities available. 



3ING VTR 

ELEM 
11.7' 
13.3 

. 5-o 

7.7 . 
30.7 
31 .J 



V 

JR/MIDDLE 
' 27 .2 

29.3 

6.1- . 

8.2 
21 .8 
' 7.5 



SR HIGH 
27 .0 
20.1 

''11.9 
' 10^1 
22.0 

■". 8.8 




(*7.6) 



#18 DIFFICULTIES THAT AFFECT* ITV USE 



SET AVAILABILITY' 
SET QUALITY 
SET IN CLASS 
SET MAINTENANCE 
PROGRAM SCHEDULING 
VpV-PROGR'AM NOTICE 
PROGRAM QUALITY 
AVAIL* ASSISTANCE 
ENOUGH PLANNING TM 
SCH/GUIDES AVAIL 
OTHER 



Arriong elementary- school teacners, trte single most significant 
factor affecting ITV use appears to *be program scheduling. Upper 
grade teachers also indicate scheduling is a problem, as well as the 
difficulty of getting adequate advance program information, and/or 
time tb plan howbest feo use available programming. Set availability 
was, .also reported as a problem by almost one-fourth of the senior 
high school teachers'. This response is consistent, with question #11, 
which* asked, how- easy it was to get a TV set when it is needed. ' 

Since H6.0% and H6.9/& of the junior/middle and senior high 
teachers respectively indicate that lack of advance program notice, 
affect?, use N , and since both public and ^network television produce 
large "volumes of advance materi^s, it would appear that there is a 
serious problem in the dissemination system. 

26 i 



ELEM 


J R*/ MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 






16.2 


. 12.9 


23 . il 


17.3 


(*1 


.6) 


11. J| 


11 .5 


m .5 


13-7 


(*1 


.11) 


7.«4 


14-.H 


. /15.9 


11.3 




• 3) 


5.6 


10.1 


•9.0 


7. '6 


(*1 


.1) 


65 :1 


• M6 .8 


UH .8 


55.5. 


(*2 


. 1) 


17.6 


H6 .0 


%6.9 


32.0 


(*2 


.0) 


5.3 


1 14 .11 


15.9 


10.2 


(*1 


.3) 


1.8, 


- 12.2 


8.3 


6.0 


(*1 


.0) 


29.9 


31 .7 


HO .7 


1 33.1 


(*2 


.0) ' 


13.4 


27-3 


31 .0 


-14.6 


(*1 


.5) 


13-0 


1'8 . 7 


J3.8 


11.6 


(*1 


.5) 



UTILIZATION OF- ITV 



//19 VIEWING ARRANGEMENTS* 

WITH' ANOTHER CLASS 
WHOLE CLASS. ALONE 
SMALL GROUPS 
INDIVID.' STUDENTS 
NEVER USE ITV 

• * .j - ; (, : - 

Among^ teachers who use ITV the principal arrangement i«*to have 
the entire tolass watch ITV alone (55.2%) . In elementary schools and, 
to a less&r degree, in junior/middle schools, arrangements are made 
to combine classes for viewing. Very lYttle use is made of ITV . in 
individual viewing assignments. 

r . • * : > 

#20 AVERAGE AMOUNT Of""ITV USED* PER WEEK 



EL EM 


JR/MIDDLE 


. SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




38.8 


25.5 


»' 9.6 


27. 9_ 


"(•1.8) 


65.1 


51.7 


39.2 


55.2 


.(•2.0) 


13.5 


10. 1 


11.1 


12. 1 


(»1.-3) 


3.5 


3.4 


v 5.1 


1.0 


(»0.8) 


16.7 


36.9 


52>.1 


30.9 


(»1.8) 



EL EM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


37.9 


. 59.1 


69.2^ 


51.3 


12.1 


15.5 


11 .0 


12.8 


22.0 


9.0 + 


* 2.9 


13.9 


11.0 


5.8- 


5.8 


9.9 


1.3 


w ' 1.9 


1 ..2 


2.9 


1.0 


1.9 


1.2 ' 


2.8 


2.5 


•2.6 * 


0.6 


2.0 


o.cr 


0.0 


1.7 


.0.5 




3.9 


6.1 


1.0 



NONE * 37.9 . 59.1 69.2^ 51.3 (*8'.or> ^ 

1/1 HOUR, >- 
1/2 HOllR * ' 
1 " HOUR 

1 J/2 *HOURS • 
2t-HOURS - 
'3 HOURS 

4 HOURS 

5 OR MORE HOURS ^ 



"A 



On the average, teachers in this study reported using ITV less 
than one-half an hour per weeijc. Approximately, three-fourths of the 
sample who report using ITV use it one hour 'or less. "Again, the 
question yielded* a clear indication. that elementary teachers are the 
"heaviest ,ITV users. More wiJLl b€ said about this item in relation to 
"^tem #25. ' ' 

• ' & * « •" 

4 ' " 
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#21 MEDIA FORMAT?. USED 



/ 

AUDIO 
COMPUXER 
GAMES' & SIMUL. 
ITV • 
FILM . 

SILENT SLIDp/FSTRIP 38^2 
SOUND SLIDE/FSTRIP 72<9* 
TRANSPARENCIES 38.9 
OTHER * * 3.5 



EL EM 
18.2 
0.6 
16.9 
41 .4 
57.3 



-JR/MIDDLE 
20.7 
• 5.3. 
18.0 

23 "-3 
48.0 

2 V . 

59 .3 
56.0 
6.7 



SR^HIGH 
17/5 
5.3 
7,0 

17.5 
56.7 
31.6 
66.7 
56.7 
6.4 



TOTAL 
18.6 
. 3.0 

- 14.5 
3d. 7 
55.0 
34.2 
68.0 
47.7. 
5.0 



(*1.6) 

(*0.7) 
(*-1.4) 
(*1.8) 
(*2.0) 
(*1.9) 
(*1.9) 
(*2.0) 
(*0.9) 



#22 TIME USING MEDIA (PER WEEK) 



CLOURS) 

0 . 

1 • 

2 

3 
4 

5" - 

6 

7 

. 8 
9 

10 
10+ 



ELEM 

5.* 
30.7 
24?. 7 
14.0 



5, 
11 . 
, T. 
0, 
1 , 
0. 



3.3 
2.3 



JR/MIDDLE 

' ' 10.8 * 
20.4 
• 17.2 
10.8 
7.0 

15.3 
3-2 . 

1.3 
1.9* 

0/0 

5. 1 
7.0 



SR HIGH TOTAL 




I 
I 



^#24 TELEVISION AS, JjOME ASSIGNMENT 

* - x©ELEM JR/MIDDLE 

n OFTEN ^j^Jr. 6.4 11.1 

^ SOMETIMES? -44.3 39 . 5 * 

f " RARELY' 3^3 29-0 

NEVER 15.0 3.0.4 



SR HIGH* 
•14.7 
3 3.. 7 
33-2 
18.4 



TOTAL 
,9-9 (*3.4) 
40.2 « 
32.7 
17.2 



There is a relatively consistent pattern across school levels of 
the frequency TV is used as part of a homework assignment. That is, 
It assignments tend to range between "sometimes" and "rarely used". 
One possible contradiction to this pattern JLs that in ^he upper 
grades, especially senior high, where more use seems to b§ made of TV 
for outside assignments. . A likely explanation -is that evening 
television is more apt to be aimed at the older audience, and, even 
though/ after school viewing hours are very popular with younger . 
students, mudh of the programming is unsuitable as instructional 
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material . 



#25 OPTIMUM AMOUNT. OF ITV TIME (HOURS) 



X. 



ELEM 

NONE ^rt 

ONE QUARTER * 2.2 

ONE HALF 9.9 

ONE 36.4 

one & one half . ' 13.6 

TWO 17.6 

THREE '11.7 

FOUR" 2.5 

FIVE OR MORE 3.1 



JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


10.0 ' 


10.2 


6. -7 (*8 


3.8 


3.2 ' 


2.8 


13-7 


12.3 


11.5 


21.2 


* 29.9 - 


3U0 . 


7.5 


3-7 


9:4 


16.2 


15.0 


16.5 : 


10.6 


8.0 


10.4 


5.6 " 


4.8 ( 
12.8 ' 


3.9 


11 .2 


7.7 



9 



The response to this item was bimodal (one and two hours) with 
^an overall mean equal to one and one-half hours per week. This was 
relatively* consistent across school levels with a couple of notable 
exceptions: one in ten senior high and junior/middle school teachers 
indicate that thej&would not use- LTV at all, while, at the other end 
of the spectrum, a_ 'slightly larger percentage (12.8?" and 11.256 
respectively) report that they would use ITV heavily— five or more 
hours. Given the class structure at these upper levels such 
estimates are reasonable. At each upper s-chool level, classes change 
every period and teachers encounter different %ets of students 
throughout/the day. This suggests that it i,s -highly appropriate to 
use the same progam more than once in a given day. It would' be 
interesting to explore the affect of class period length (typically 
15-50 minutes) on the use of ITV programming, since some programs are 
as long as one hour. . • • . 

When comparing tl>e distribution of this item and item //20, 
estimates of current use, it is clear that teachers might possibly 
use ITV more than they currently do <iven a change in some factors 
related to scheduling, program quality, 'or equipment availability. 
In response to item #20, 75% of the teachers who report using ITV use 
it for one hour or less per week while in this item, the same number 
report they would use ITV one hour or more. 



#26 ANYBODY USED ITV TOO MUCH? 



YES 
NO 



ELEM, 

16.6 

83.1 



JR/MIDDLE 
8.6 
91 .4 ' 



SR HIGH 
8.5 
91.5 



TOTAL 

'12.4 (*5.7) 
87.6 * 



Apparently one in six elementary teachers know • someone 

personally, a teacher in their ~ school , who abuses instructional 

television by using it too much. This is less ' apparent in 

- • 23 ' * 



28 



junior/middle sehool's'or high schools. 



#27. MAXIMUM APPROPRIATE TIME FOR ITV/WEEK (HOURS) 



ONE QUARTER 

ONE HALF 
•ONE 

ONE- & ONE HALF 

TWO TO FOUR 
(FIVE OR MORE 

NO SET LIMIT 



ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAk 


■ ■ 0.9 * 


3.2 


4.3 


2.? 


,9.5 


. 21 .0 


1 1.4 


12.7 


26.8 


31 .2 


40.5 


31 .7 


27. 4 


13.4 


.10.8 


19.4 


>■ 27 .4 


17,8 


16.8 


22.2 


- 3.2 


2.5 


2.2 


2.7 


' 4.7 


, 10.8 


14.1 


'8.8 




•5.0) 



Two-thirds of\the teachers responding to this slrvey would like 
to see Children's in-school television viewing kept to one and one 
half hours per Wefek or less. Elementary teachers appear more 
favorably disposed * to ITV, Their responses cluster in a range from 
One to four hours per ,week, while jynior/middle and senior high 
teachers point toward* a one hour per week limit. It should also be 
noted, however, <£hafc a larger percentage of upper level teachers than 
elementary teachers recommended no set limit on ITV viewing. 



#28 ITV OUTCOMES 



«* 


ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 






EXPANDED KNOWLEDGE 


51.1 


41.7 


52.2 


49.2 


(*2 


.3) 


EXPANDED VOCAB 


46.6 


2U4 


22.8 


36. 1 


(*2 


.2) 


FOLLOW-UP IDEAS - ? 


57. '6 


47.6 


40.2 


51 .9 


(*2 


.3) 


*'HORE ENTHUSIASTIC 


22.9 


21,4 


26 . 1 


23.2 


(*2 


.0) 


' USE LIBRARY MORE '• * 


22.9 


-9 : .7 


8.7 


17.1 


(*1 


.8) 


MORE ITV AT HOME 


28,6 


24.3 


. 26.1 


27.1 


(*2 


.1) 


CALMING' EFFECT ^ 


45.8 


• 52.4 


42.4 


46.6 


(*2 


.3) 


OTHER 


1 . 1 


4.9 


10.9 


3.9 


e*o 


.9) 



#29 TYPE OF STUDENT FOR WHOM ITV IS USEFUL 





EL-EM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


•ALL 


"81 .7 


' 65.6 


66.1 


73.6 


■BELOW AVERAGE 


*.6.V 


9.9 


8.8 


7.7 


AVERAGE 


8.0' 


7.3 


6.4 


7.4 


ABOVE AVERAGE 


1.6 . 


6.6 


.7.0 


4.3 


SPECIAL 


0.0 


6.0 fi 


"5.8 


3.0 


NOT USEFUL FOR ANY 


1.6 


2.6 


4.1 


2.5 


OTHER 


KO « 


2.0 


1.8 


' 1.4 
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(*5.5) 



\ 



The majority of "teachers (73.6%) , particularly at the elementary 
level (81 .7%) , »feel ITV is appropriate for all *stude*nts. A few 
(1.4%) feel it is not appropriate for anyone, regardless of level of 
academic ability. , . 



#31 DECIDE WITH CLASS WHETHER TO WATCH 
#32 DECIDE WITH CLASS WHAT TO WATCH 



WHETHER TO WATCH 
WHAT TO^WATCH 



EL EM 
24'. 0 
14.9 



JR/MIDDLE 
15.2 
8.2 



SR HIGH 
12.2 
6.7 



TOTAL 
18.7 (*1,5) 
11.1 (*i:2) 



These questions were designed to probe the extent to which 
critical viewing skills are being taught in the schools. It .apT5ears 
that more of this activity is being conducted at "elementary . school 
level than where it might be appropriate. Given the attention 
focused on critical viewing skills by various television a-nd federal 
agencies during the last few years the degree of positive response to 
these items seems somewhat low. This is especially true since this 
type of behavior is basic to the whole notion of developing 
intelligent, thoughtful, discriminating video consumers at an early 



age. 
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#33 NUMBER 


OF SERIES USED 


THIS YEAR 




* * 

* 




ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


NONE 


49.2 


' 79.4 


86'. 0 


66.3->(*4.8> 


ONE 


• 18.0 


11.6 ' , 


10.1 


14.3 ■ 


TWO 


13.3 


5.2 


2.8 — 


8.5 


THREE 


9.6 


3.2 


0.6 


5.6. - 


FOUR * 


5.9 


0.6 


0.6 


3.2 


^FIVE OR 


MORE 4.0 


0.0 


< 0.0 


2.0 



r 



TYPICAL USE OF ITV SERIES 



All responses to items 35-37 are , based on,, a . named series. 
Percentages are relative to the 281 (190 elementary ,/47 junior 
h-igh/iftiddle , 44 high school) teachers who named a series. / 
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#35 METHODS OF USE 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




USED BEFORE 


• 77.8 


»o9 * 2 


57 .9 


72 . 5 


(*2.8) 


PREVIEWED 


33.5 


63-9 


71.1 


44 .4 


(*3.3) 


READ GUIDE 


75.7 


64 . 1 


64 . 9 


72 .2 


(*2.9) 


USED GUIDE 


66'.7 


56.8 


55.9 


63 ,5 


(*3.2) 


USED SERIES AS 


KEY 29.6 


24 .2 


29 .4 


28 .7 


( *V. 1 ) 


USED AS SUPPLEMENT 89-5 


86 .0 


7-?. 5 


86,7 


(*2,2) 


* 












■ V 


V 

\ 










#36 DISCUSSION 


BEFORE VIEWING 












ELEM* > 


J RAM I DDL E 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




NO TIME . , ' 


17.3 


6.4 


15.9 


15.2 


(*5.1) 


UP* TO 10 MIN • 


56,8 


53.2 


25.0 


51 .1 




10 TO 15 MIN 


22.7 


. 23. 1 


27.3 


23.6 




MORE THAN v 15* 


3.2 


17.0 


31 .8 


10. T 





Length of discussions prior to television viewing tend, on the 
average, to be shotjt — up to 'terj minutes. High school teachers are 
sqjnewhat an exception to that rule, however, siRce almost 60% of them 
s6y that they allow ten minutes or more Tjbrr class discussion before 
viewing. « 



#37 DISCUSSION AFTER VIEWING 



NO*' TIME 
UP TO 10 MIN 
10 TO, 15 MIN 
MORE THAN 15 MI 




ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


1.7 


2.1 


1 1.4 


3.3 


46.4 


29.8 


15.9 


38.6 


38.1 


40.4 


25.0 


36.4 


.13. '8 


27.7- 


47.7 


21 .7 



(•5.0) 



Teachers dearly spencf more time discussing ITV programs after 
they arh viewed than before. There is a- distinct shift in discussion 
time as evidenced by the distribution. . . 
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SUPPORT OF ITV 



#38 TEACrfER GUIDES 



ARE, AVAILABLE 
ARE USEFUL 



ELEM 

70.3 
86.6 



\(z "i 



jr/mIeddle 

5?. 9 
76.7 



SR HIGH 
.63.3 



7 



TOTAL* 
60.0 
80. 4 



(*2. 1> 
(*2.2) 



Guides appeap-^to be generally avail-able to teachers, from • their 
perspective, bi^t at would seem that additional . inquiries need to be 
made at the, senior high level, since/ only 41.1$ of the "teachers 
report availability.' Among teachers who have access to guides, 
reaction seems favorable. That ■ is , , teachers tend to use thje guides* 
in planning. Again, the group least positively disposed to the 
guides is the senior high teachers. ' 



#39 HOW OFTEN DO YOU- USJE THE- GUIDES? 



ALWAYS 
USUALLY 
SOMETIMES 
A FEW TIMES 
NOT AT ALL 



c 7 ? 



ELEM 
18.5 
, 24.5 
19.2 
"15.0 
.7 



JR/M/DDLE 
—43-4 
15.7 
10.4 

12.7 
47.8 * 



SR HIGH 
8.9 

7.o 
. 7.0 
65.8 



TOTAL 
'14.7 
18.5 
14.0 

12.3 
40.3 



>(*6.3) 



Among guide users frequency of. use is rather high, ranging from 
53-3* for elementary* teachers to 56.6% for senior high respondents. 
On the other end of the continuum, however, is the rather obvious 
fact that fully 40% of the teachers overall report t ".never" using th« 
guides. The -lowest level of use is among, senior high teachers' 
(65.8%). In most cases this might be related to lack of planning 
time which many teachers (38.0%)* Report as a significant factor 
/inhibiting ITV use. Among senior high teachers, adequacy of planning 
time is a concern 'of '40.7% of the respondents, * 
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#40 TEACHER GUIDE DISTRIBUTION 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR -HIGH 


TOTAL 


GIVEN TO ALL ' 


19.1 


10.7 


9.7 


14.6 


GIVEN ON REQUEST 


38.2 


20.1 


13.7 


27.3 


NOT PROVIDED 


3.2 


4.0 


8.0 


4.7 


COPIES- IN SCHOOL 


19.1 


17.4 


14.*9 


17.6 


DON'T KNOW 


20. k 4 


; 47/7 « 


53.1 


35.7 



AVather surprising percentage of teachers 



(»6.19) 



do not know hqw 



i 
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guides are distributed. That is not to sa£ that they don't get them; 
only 4.7% suggest they're not provided^ This might call into 
question the, degree to which teachers are aware "of ITV coordination 
within- the school. Again, from the junior/middle* school level up, 
the degree of awareness seems to diminish. In 7 tnost cases whe^e 
copies are made available they are either distributed -upon reqtiest or 
multiple. copies are made available in the building. 



#41 ITV SCHEDULE 


DISTRIBUTION 








GIVEN TO ALL 


ELEM 


J R/ MIDDLE 


" SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


53.6 


19.3 


19.3 


36.3 


GIVEN ON REQUEST 


f 13.8 


14.7 


9.1 


12.7 


NOT PROVIDED • 


3.8 


2.7 


7.4 


4.5 


COPIES IN SCHOOL 


11.6 


16.0 


1 1.9 


12.7 


DON'T KNOW 


17.2 


17.3 


51.7 ' 


33.6 



(*6.9) 



As^with guides,. ITV schedule distribution appears to be a 
mystery for many teachers .(33.6$), and the highest rate of mystery 
again fall^ with teachers of older children. In contrast to guide 
distribution, however, schedules are individually distributed to the 
.Majority of elementary teachers and to about one in five of the 
, remaining teachers. A very small, almost insignificant percentage of 
teachers report that schedules are not provided. 1 



BUILDING ITV 


COORDINATOR 




< 




* 


ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


FULL TIME 


27; 1 


26.5 


24.5 


26.3 


PART TIME. 


5.6 


12 v 9 


14.8 


9.8 


• INFORMAL 


" 31.11 


25/. 9 ' 


14.2 


25.6 


NONE 

A 


36.0 . ' 


3#.7 - 


46.5 


38.3- 



(*4.9) 



More than one-fourth of the schools* are reported to *iiave a 
full-time ITV coordinator. However, 38.3* of the schools'; from a low 
of 34.7* (junior/middle schools schools) to a high of 46.5% (senior 
'high) have no ITV coordinator. Not surprisingly, very few of the 
teachers surveyed (4.1%) were themselves the ITV coordinator. 
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#m3 ixv coordinator services 

elem 

dist. guides/sch. 94.4 

provides newsletter 20.3 

calls attention \t0 • 
special programs! . 35.0 

provides equipment 
assistance 53. 1 

provides. training/ 
consultation 9.6 

works with students 14.7 



JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

v '58.9 50.6 ■ 75.0 (*2.3) * 

15.6. j 16.0 18.1 (*2.1) 



40.0 35.8 36.5 (*2.6) 

81.1 • 86.5 68.1 (*2.5) 

26.7 32. 1^ 1$.3. (*2.1) 

24.4 21.0 • 18-7 (*2.1) 



Where one exists, a primary function of the * JTV ^coordinator , 
particularly at junior and senior high level, seems to be tp provide 
equipment assistance. Overall, more than two^fchirds oC the teachers 
see equipment assistance as a service provided by the coordinator. 
Elementary teachers overwhelmingly see the coordinator as being' 
reponsible for guides and schedules (94. Hf); junior and senior high 
teachers indicate distribution service less frequently (5 8-9% and 
50*6% respectively). Another interesting point of depar tur e*1>etween 
elementary and other levels is that about three times the number \ of 
junior and senior high teachers see the ITV coordinator performing a 
training function than elementary teachers. 



#44 CONTACT WITH OUTSIDE ITV PERSONNEL 



-JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH / TOTAL 

CONTACTED 4.4 3.2 , 5.5 4.4 (*1.8) 

• * 

' if yes — district ' * 

Visited school, 28.6 . 66.7 20.0 33.3, • 

provide in-service 42.9 '33.3 60.0 16.7 

provided materials 42.9 6«6.7 0.0 33.3 : 

I ' 

Only 45t of the teachers had fcdntact with persons outside the 
school ^bout ITV. Of those roughly* one-third were visited in thefr 
school by the district coordinator who it appears, focused 1 attention 
*on conducting in-service expler iences . No committee participation was 
solicted by the district from teachers; teachers were not asked to 
serve inan advisory, eyalua tion * or curriculum role. > . 

* ' * * 4 <* " 

State level contact with the scho.ol was^perceived similarly by 

teachers. Twenty-two percent of the relatively small number 

reporting qontact with the jtTV "division aiso reported that visits 

' • ' . 35'. 



were madeJ>o the school^, reported having iri-^ervice experiences 

* conducted by' the ITV division. One person noted that*, he/she', served 
on an advisory committe-e to the ITV division. 



#45 PRINCIPALS PRACTICE TOWARDS ITV 

t 



/ 



elem 

-STRONGLY ENCOURAGE 4 . 4 

ENC. BUT LEAVE TO 
TEACHER DISCRETION 36.0 

NEITHER ENC. NOR 
DISCOURAGE .55.2 

DISC. BUT LEAVE TO 
TEACHER DISCRETION 3.2 

STRONGLY DISC. , 1.3 



JR/MIDDLE 
4 . 1 



30.3 



63.4 

2.1 
0.0 



SR HIGH 
. 1.8 



24.0 



71.9 

1.8 
0.6 



TOTAL 

3.6 (*2.0) 



31 .4 



61.6 

2.5 

- ' 0 . 8 



There is a perceived, tendency for .the principal to either 
maintain a neutral,' stance or a slightly positive stance toward ITV 
.use by teachers. Where encouragement' is given, type, of use is left 
to the discretion of thp teacher. The implication is that specific 
direction for use is not, provided 6y the principal. This impression 
is consistent across levels, although elementary teachers tend to be 
more likely to be encouraged to use ITV. 
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#46 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD ITV 



subject Specialists 


ELEM ' 


JR/MIDDLE ' 


SR HIGH 






favor 


10.8 


39.7 


J^O.3 


"NEUTRAL 


57.8 


56.5 


53.3 


AGAINST 


1.4 ' 


3.8 


1 .4 


OTHER TEACHERS- s 


- 


* 


FAVOR 


52.6 „ 


32.1 N * 


33.3 


NEUTRAL 


47. 1 


62.7 


- 66.0 


AGAINST 


0.3* 


5.2 


0.6 


MEDIA ' SPECIALISTS 








FAVOR 


65.9 


63-5 . * 


58.4 


NEUTRAL • 


33.8 




40.3 


AGAINST 


0.3 


0.0 * 


1 .3 


OTHER SPECIALISTS 






FAVOR 


32.7 


27.5 


27.1 


NEUTRAL 


66.5 


71 .0 


- 11 .5 


AGAINST 


0.8 


1.5 


1 .4 


PARENTS 






, FAVOR 


30' i . 6 


18.0 


• . 17.2 


NEUTRAL 


65.5 


78.2 


80.7 


AGAINST 


3-9 


* 3.8 


2.1 


STUDENTS 






FAVOR 


73-8 


53.1 


47.7 


NEUTRAL 


26.2 


16.9 ' 


50.3 


AGAINST 


0.0 


0.0 


2.0 


DISTRICT OFFICE 




4T 




FAVOR 


39". 3 - 


^26.0- ' 


30.6 


NEUTRAL 


59.5 


73.2 


66.7 " 


AGAINST 


1.2 


0.8 


2.7 



'TOTAL 

10. 3 
57.6 
2.1 

' 42.7 
55.8* 

1.5. 

63.4 
36.1 
0.5 

29.9 
69-0 
1.1 

24.2 
72.5 
3.4 

62.3 
37.2 
0.5 

33.6 
64.9 
1.5 



(»3.0). 



(»2.0) 



(*2.0) 



(*2.0) 



(*2.0) 



(*2.0) 



(»2.0) 



Not surprisingly, teachers perceive parents as least favorably 
disposed to the use of ITV. Media specialists are perceived asjpost 
positive to Its use. Even so, 37% of the media specialists are 
perceived by teachers as not favoring ITV use: being either neutral 
or negative. Differences a'cross levels seem most significant when 
teachers consider _ 'their peer group, other teachers, and when they 
consider parent attitudes. In both instances, junior and senior high 
teachers think .that the attitudes of these groups are less favorable. 

Students are a^lso^ considered by teachers to be favorably 
disposed toward ITV, although junior and senior level teachers are 
less inclined to thirtk so then their elementary school collegues. 
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#47 IDEAS FROM DIFFERENT PERSONNEL ABOUT ITV 



/ 



PRINCIPAL 



OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
RARELY 
NEVER 



ELEM 
'1.7 
20.2 
25'. 6 
52.5 



JR/MIDDLE 
0.8' 

* -9.8 
19.5 
69.9 



SR HIGH 
0.6 

7.4 
13.0 
79.0 



TOTAL 
1.2 
14.4 
20,8 
63.7 



(•3.2) 



DEPARTMENT CHAIR 

OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
RARELY 
NEVER 



ELEM 
1.2 
16.7 
2 4. '7 
57.4 



JR/MIDDLE 
4.8 
21 .8 
16.1 
5J..3 



SR HIGH 
2.6 
19.9 
12.6 
64.9 



TOTAL 
2.7 
19.2 
18.1 
60.0 



(•4.2) 



OTHSkR SPECIALISTS 

^-jP ' ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

■OFTEN 2.7 5.6 T.3 3-0 

SOMETIMES 20.3 8.8 9-4 %14.1 

RARELY 21.2 14.4 14'.8 17.5 

NEVER 55.9 71.2 74.5 65.3 



OTHER TEACHERS 

OFTEN 
SOMETIMES. 
RARELY 
NEVER 



ELEM 
6.9 
MO. 8 
2*4.9- 
27.4 



JR/MIDDLE 
2.3 
26.3 
* 21.8 
49.6 




TOTAL 
4.6 
3.2.9 
20.9 
41.7 



0»3.8) 



J 



/ 



(»4.0) 



ITV COORDINATOR 

OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
RARELY 
NEVER 



ELEM 
6.1 

31.3 ' 
25,3 ' 
37.4 



JR/MIDDLE 
9.1 
20.0 
10.9 
*0.0 



SR HIGH 
6.4 

16.0 
10.4 . 
67.2 



TOTAL 
6.9 
24.0 
17.3 
51^7 



(»4,8) 
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PARENTS 

ELEM -JR/MIDDLE 



SR HIGH 



TOTAL 



OFTEN 
SOMETIMES, 
RARELY 
'NEVER 



0.0 
5.3 
. "19.6 
75.1 



0.8 
1.6 
8.7 
88.9 



0.0 

4.0 11 

7.9 . 
88,1 



0.2 
4.1 
14.0 
81 .7 



(*2.2) 



MEDIA SPECIALISTS 

OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
RARELY 
NEVER 



STUDENTS 



OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
EARELY 
NEVER 



ELEM 
10.1 

28.3 
25.5 
36.0 



ELEM 
4.5 

23-3 
21.1 

51.1 



JR/MIDDLE 
9.0 

27. 1 
- 12.0 

51 .9 



JR/MIDDLE 
2.4 
11.1 
15.9 
> 70.6 



SR HIGH 
5.7 
20.3 
13-9 
60.1 



SR HIGH 
^1.9- 
10-4 

' 13.6 
74.0 



TOTAL 

8.7 JK*4.3) 
25.8 
19.2 
46.3 v ' 

/ 



TOTAL 
s -3.3 
16.8 
17.8 
62.1 



(*3.8) 



TEACHER GUIDES 

OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
, RARELY 
NEVER 



E' EM 


JR/MIDDLE 


" SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


17.0 


6.3 


5.3 


11.3 


30.7 


20.6 


17.1 


24.6 


17.8 


19.0 


9.9 


•15.9 


34.4 


54.0 


67.8 


4S. 2 











(*4.6) 



PREVIEWS 



OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
RARELY 
NEVER 







- / 




ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


7.4 ■ 


v ' 3-4 


2.-2 


5.1 (*4.3) 


23.8. 


18.1 


11.1 


19'.0 


22.1 


13.8,/ 


10.4 . 


17.0 


46*7 


64.7 


76.3 


59 .0 



39 



38 



OTHER 



. ELEM - ' JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

OFTEN 3.2 0.0 2.5 2.0 

SOMETIMES 12.9 . , 3-3 7.5 7.9 

RARELr 12.9 1 3-3 7.5 7-9 

NEVER 71.0 093.3 ".82.5 82.2 



(*7.0) 



Teachers indicate that they get specific ideas about 'ITV use 
from a variety of sources. Elementary teacher's cite other teachers 
(17.751) and teachers guides (17. 7J) as sometimes or often 
contributing ideas. The next most frequently" cited source is the 
media specialist (38. HI). At the upper school levels", however, the 
^Source of .ITV ideas is more ' likely to be' the media specialists ,- 
rather than other teachers or guides. Teachers at upper school 
levels are less likely to get advice then elementary school teacher's. 

' PREPARATION FOR USE OF ITV 



#18-51 ITV TRAINING 



/ 





ELEM 


, JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 






HAD ITV TRAINING 


1 1 .5 




13.0 • - 


* 15.0 


12. "9 


(«1. 


3) 


IF YES- 
















COLLEGE COURSE 


3-7.7 




37.5 


11 .5 


38.9 


(«4. 


1) 


^DISTRICT IN-SERVICE 


17.6 




18.8 


11.6 


16.9 


• («3. 


1) 


TV IN-SERVICE 


9.8 




6.3 


9.8* 


8.9 


(*2. 


6), 


WKSHOP-TV STATION 


7.8 




12.5 


0.0 


6.5 


(*2. 


2) 


WKSHOP-STATE ITV 


21 ,6 


> 


-2V. 9 . 


17.1 


20.2 


(»3. 


6) / 


WKSH0P-PROF MEETIN 


11.2 




13.8 


• 53.7 


1^.0 


(»5. 


3) 


t 

WITHIN THREE YEMS 


16.5 




16.2 


17 '.'8 


"16.8 


<»2. 


2) 


REQUIRED? , 


8.0 




1.7 


• 5.1 


6.1 




6) 


CONDITIONS AFFECTING THE 


USE OF 


ITV 


>. 

\ 




* 




#52 PERCEPTIONS OF 


ITV 




i 






♦ 




TEACHERS DON'T USE 


ENOUGH 


ITV. 














ELEM 


• JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


•TOTAL 






AGREE *" 


15.4 




49.7 


53 .'8 ' 


18.7 


(»3. 


2) 


NEITHER. 


43.1 




39.6 


32.9 


39.6 






DISAGREE 


9.6 




1.0 


5.2 


7.1 ' 






HA 


1.7 




'6.7 


8.1 


1.-6 







ITV IS A FRILL WITH THE CURRENT EMPHTtSIS .ON BACK T6 BASICS. 
•* ELEtf JR/MI-DDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

. V AGREE 44-4.. 37.3- • 32.6 1 39.4 

.NEITHER • 28.5 • ^ -31.7 - 30.3 29.7 

DISAGREE. ^,25.2' 23.9 30.3 26.2 

NA - * 2.0/a . .,' 7..0 . 6.9 "1.5 



(»3.3) 



IF TEACHERS USED ITV TOO MUCH, THERE WOULD BE COMMENTS. 

' . 'ELEM . JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

AGREE '57.2 1 44 ,5 44.3 50.7 

NEITHER 27.9 35.0 ,.30.5 30.3 

' DISAGREE 11.0 '11.7 15.6' 12.5 

. NA 3.8 " 8.8 . 9.6" 6.6 



THERE ARE SHORT BLOCKS ilF TIME WHEN ITV IS REALLY USEFUL . - 

MM, -JR/MIDdIe SR HIGH l^QTAL 

AGREE 68 72 — '45.3^ ' 37.3 4Bfc*3 

N ESTHER ' 17.2 30.9' • 32,0 ,-«iPh5 

s DISAGREE •* -9.5 "10.8 - 10.1 J 9". 9 

NA 4 • 5.1 12.9 20.7 J- *1K3 



0 I 



(»3.7) 



(«»4.2) 



ITV IS iffa ANY OTHER SUPPLEMENTARY TEACHING TOOL , 



AGRl 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 



EL EM -J 
80 . 3 j 
13.1 J 
^5.5 J 
1 .jO 4 ^ 



JR/MIDDLE 
66.9 
18.7 
10.8" 

3-0 



SR HIGH 
' 69.8 
. 14.2 
-» '9.5 
6.5 



TOTAL 
74.2 
14..7 

1:9 



(*3.1) 



MANY ITV PR-OG'RAMS ME.ET MY CURRICULUM NEEDS. 



k AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA j 



EL EM 
58.4 
28.5 
10.4 

2.7 



JR/MIDDLE 
28.1 
34.8' 
27*. 4 
9'. 6 



SR HI 
, 24.4 
25.6 
38.7 
11.3 



TOTAL 
42., 1 

-29.1 
82.1- 
6* 



("3-D 
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ITV IS A USEFUL TEACHING TOpE. 

ELEM ' JR/MIDDLE 



AGREE 
* NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



82.7 
14.1 
2.3 
1.0 



68.1 
25.7 
,0 0 
5.6 



SR frlGH 
70.7 . 
,2L. 3 
1.1 
6.9 



T'OTAL 
76.0 (*2.8) 
18.8 

r.6 

3.T 



SOME PARENTS EXPRESS CONCERN ABOUT THE AMOUNT OF ITV USE, 



-AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA - 



ELEM' 

i o ; i 

J6. 4 
33 . 7 
19.9 



JR/M£DDLE 
7. -7 
45.8 
19.0 
26.8 



SR HIGH 
. 5*.8 
37.4 
29*. 2 
27.5 



TOTAL / 

' a./ (*3.8) 

38T9 

29.0 
^23. 6 . ' 



, •• Three-fourths of Maryland's teachers consider ITV a Useful 
teaching tool; the rest tend to be ambivalent. While half of the 
teachers consider that ITV ■ is not used enough/ am eq-ual number 
indicate that there would be comments made if it was used too much. 
Coupled with item .#27, this implie^ that, in the opinion 'of the 
teachers, one to two hours per week is an appropriate amount of 
viewing time. It is difficult to know, without follow-up, if upper 
school tea'chers consider ohe to- two -hour.s an/appropriate estimate of 
viewing time per ciass, or whether they see>one to two hours as the 
appropriate amount per .teacher. ' 
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/ MEDJA S^ECjALIST • 

INTRODUCTION ' ^ 

One hundred sixty-nine media specialists (8^.5%) responded to 
the Maryland ITV Utilisation Study Questionnaire. Data on media 
specialist's use and support of ITV was not gathered in the national 
study for a* number of reasons so comparisons cannot be made, Bfut, 
because most Maryland schools have a media specialist, because 
they generally play such a central role in the school f s instructional 
program, it was felt that any study of ITV use would be incomplete 
without considering- their, input. ^ 

Note: the same report format is used for this section of ( the 
report as was used in describing teacher responses. 

€ 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

v. 

92- AIDES/VQtUNTEERS - ( - • 

A little less than half of the media specialists (45.3%) report 
having no aides or volunteers.' Most schools, if they have any in the 
metttu centd^. have one (27*7%). The largest number of 
aides/volunteens reported by any. mjjpia specialist is ten. 

#3 SETTING - 



The media specialists ^confirm teacher assessment of classroom* 1 
setting. Jhat is, most of* tke schools (72.7%)*are traditional and 
abo.ut 20% have open spaae or otner non-traditional design. 



O 



9 , 

43 



,2 . - •■ * 



#4 EXPERIENCE 



• 








7 






ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH * 


TOTAL 




no Ai rnbobNi 


SCHOOL 










1 YEAR 


17.1 


10.6 


9.3 


' 13.3 


(*10.5) 


2-3 YEARS 


22.4 


27; 7 


16.3 


22.3 




4-6 YEARS 


23.7, 


. 2*1 . 3 ■ 


30.2 


24.7 




7-9 YEARS- * 


18.4 


. 17.0 


1 1.6 


16.3 




10+ "YEARS 


18.4 


23.. 4 


3-2.6 


'23.5 




EDUCATOR 




» 








1 YEAR 


1.6 


.^o:o 


0.0 


0..7 


(*7.6) 


2-3 YEARS ': 


7.9 


%b.O 


0.0 


5.0 




4-6 YEARS " . 


■ 9.5 


^7.5 


8.1 


8.6 




7-9, YEARS . 


' 12.7 




10.8 


13.6 




10+ YEARS ' 


6-8.3. • 


NL 70 * 0 


81 .1 


72 ..1 





One outstanding >h£?*%cteristic of media specialist* is their 
overall experience fas educators. They have much less experience as* 
media specialists in^hfiir" own school . But,' even then, about 40% 
report holding theiY ^r&sent m^dia specialist job for seven or more 
years. , V ' 4 



.5 <"^S' * ? 

#5 Maryland Certification ST%jy$' . x . :■ ' 

Et-EM- . ■- JR/RTDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

ASSOCIATE . -vM3v5.1 , 2.4 4.5 8.1 (*2.2) 

GENERALISE, '< 2?.$ ' - 42.9 45.5" 36.2 (»3.8) 

SPECIALIST". >* "45.9 " , ■ 52.4 - *43v2 46.9 (*4.0) 

ADMINISTRATOR . %. 1- ? '4.8 - 4.5' 4.4 '(*1.6) 

OTHER CERTIFICATION 33/8! 40.5 . 40.9' 37.5 (*3.8)' 

NOT CERTIFIED '5/4 . T_ . 0.0 0.0- (*1.2) ' 

iftl but a very small percentage of elementary media specialists 
have some type of. Maryland certification. However, the most 
appropriate certification for .them to have is the generalist 
certificate ' and only* 3<^2J repor*t having ft. There may be a semantics 
problem due to the use of the words "specialist" and "generalsist" 
but even that would not account totally for .the fact that a rather 
large per-c^tage of media specialists may not " be sufficiently 
certified • ^ 4 v 



AVAILABILITY OF INSTRUCTIONAlTtELEVISION 



i - 



#6 AVAILABILITY OF PROGRAMMING 

ELEM. MR/MIDDLE SR HIGH • TOTAL 

AVAILABLE 98.7 95.7 95.5 97.0 C*1.3) 

?- . ' , 

With very f ew 'exceptions , ITV is widely available in Maryland's 
sc.hools. That, at least, is the opifrion of the media specialists. 

#7 TYPE OF TELEVISION SETS AVAILABLE j 

On the average, each school has four or five black and whit^e 
television sets and about " six color sets. However, some schools 
report having no television sets .at all. 



OF 


TEACHERS 


REGULARLY USING 


ITV 






ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


0 


12.0 


20.0 


26.8- 


17.9 (*0.6) 


1 


( 5.3 


5.0 


7.3 * 


5.8 • ■ 


2 


V 6.7 


15.0 


•2.4 


7.7 


3 


13-3 


20.0 


7.3 


. 13.5 


4 


9.3 


10.0 


9.8 


9.6 


• 5 


9.3 


10.0 


2.4 


. 7.7 


-6 


. 6.7 


0.0 


2.4 


3.8 


.7 


/ 4.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1.9 


8 


y 6.7 


5.0 


2.4 


5.1 


9 


1.3 


0.0 / 


2.4 


1.3 


10 


9.3 


7.5 


9.8 


9.0 


10+ 


15.9 


7.5 ) 


27 "4) 


16.7 



t 

Overall, 62.2$ of the media specialists estimate that five 
teachers or less are regular ITV users. At the senior high level, a 
bimodal distribution exists: slightly over one-fourth of the media 
specialists estimate no teachers in -their school use ITV while' about 
the same, percentage estimate that more than ten use It. The large 
upper limit estimate may simply be an aberrant condition resulting 
"from the -sheer size of the schools involved. At* 5 * the lower levels 
elementary and junior/middl<g|jchools , 55,9* and 80.0$ respectively! 
calculate tha^t five teachers or less use ITV. According to most- 
media specialists, though, theYe are at least a few ITV -usft in each 
school . 
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#9 XV FORMATS AVAILABLE 



1 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL' 




DIRECT ON-AIR 


88.5 


89.1 


88 .6 


88.7 ' 


(*2.5) 


CASSETTE/ VIDEOTAPE 


46.2 


^76 .J 


8,8.6 


65.5 


(*3.7) 


CABLE TV 


7.7 


10.9 


9.1 


8.9 


(*2.2) 


•VIDEODISC 


O.O. 


0.0 


4.5 


1.2 


(*0.8) 


CLOSED CIRCUIT 


28.2 -r 


- 39 . 1 


45.5 


35.7 


1*3:7) 


DON'T KNOW 


3.8 


Q.O 


0.0 - 


1.8 


<»1 .0) 



Predictably, media specialists gave higher estimates than 
teachers of available television/video reception formats. This was 
true in 4 , all format * categories ,* except* of course, the "Don f t know" 
category. Here* surprisingly enc&gh, three elementary media 
specialists were not sure what they had available to them. For the 
most paft programming is available broadcast directly over the air 
(88.7%). There is consistency with regard to video 
recording/playback capability, jjowever. Here less than half (46.2%) 
of elementary school media specialists report having VTR equipment in 
comparison to 76.1$ of junior/middle school people and 88.7% of the 
high school media specialists. It is interesting to note the 
discrepancy between those estimates of VTR equipment availability and 
estimates made by teachers.* At all levels there appear to be many 
teachers, who ane simply unawa*re of. the fact that such resources are 
available to them. A similar pattern is apparent in the direct 
broadcast and closed circuit catergojies . 



#10 QUALITY OF TELEVISION REC£PTIQN 



GOOD 
FAIR 
POOR 



ELEM 
67.5 
26.0 
6.5 



JR/MIDDLE 
6Q.9 



SR HIGH 

52.3 
31.8 

15.9 



TOTAL 
61 .7 
26.9 
11.4 



Reception quality was rated very much the same • by media 
specialists as by teachers. Aga'in, only' about one-half of^the high 
schools surveyed reported having "g^crd 11 reception. This * would seem 
to be a rather ominous indicator since use of ITV is often affected 
by such factors. „ • 
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1.1 LOCATION OF TELEVISION SETS 



IN ^CLASSROOM 
IN CENTRAL LOC. 
AUDITORIUM 
MEDIA CENTER 
MORE THAN ONE 
OTHER . 



ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


46.8 


30.4 


11.it 


32.9 


20.8 


, 30. 4, • 


18.2 


,22.8 


2.6 


0.0 


2.3 


1.8 


7.8 


17.1 


43.2 


19.8 


20.8 


* 15.2 


20.5 


19-2 


1.3 


6.5 


4.5 


3.6 



(*13.0) 



Location of TV sets appears to be 4 related to school 
level — elementary 'schools are more likely to have TV sets>in the 
classroonjs while in high schools the sets are typically found in -the 
media center or other central 1 location. Junior high schools or 
middle schools do not have" as clear cut a -pattern — with 30.. 4% of the 
respondents indicating that sets are in classrooms, 30.4% mentioning 
a. central location and ^another .17.4% suggesting the media center as 
the best descriptor of TV set -location. 



#12 ARRANGEMENTS FOR TV USE 



STUDENTS TO TV 
SETS TO STUDENTS 

^DNE or other 

SETS" IN CLASSROOM 



ELEM 
9.2 
36.8 
19.7 
■31 .6 



JR/MIDDLE 
8.7 
23.9 
47.8 
19.6 



SR HIGH 
7.0 
41 .9 
39.5 
11.6 



TOTAL 
8.5 
34.5 
•32.7 
23.0 



(*7.4.) 



* 

It is interesting that at all levels teachers are more likely to 
indicate that they use the television in the media center than is 
suggested by. the media specialist. Some teachers prefer to take 
their, classes to a location outside the t classroom to wartch, TV. 
Although 46.8% of elementary classrooms have their .own TV, only 31.6% 
of the media specialists consider use of the classroom TV as a b^st 
description of reality. , (See item #11) 
t ' 



#13 HOW OFTEN ARE SETS IN GOOD REPAIR? — 



/ 



ALWAYS 

MOST OF THE TIME 
SOME OF THE TIME 
SELDOM v 



ELEM 
29% 9 
63.6 
.3.9 
2.6 



JR/MIDDLE 
24.4 
60.0 

' 11.1 
4.4 



SR HIGH 
y 20.5 
68.2 
6.8 
4.5 



T0IAL 
25.9 
63-9 
6.6 
' 3.6 



(*5.3) 



L£ke the teachers, media specialists consider the available TV 
sets to be in good rep-air either most of the time or always. 
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#14 USfi OF LOCAL OR STATE VIDEOTAPE LIBRARY 

Approxi^tely 40J (plus-or-minus 3.9%) of the media specialists 
acquire . prerecorded programming from local or* state sources. High 
school media specialists are much more likely to do so than either 
their junior high or elementary colleagues . (61.456 vs. 45.256 »vs. 
23 .736). ■ 



#15 VIEWING ARRANGEMENTS 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


* SR HIGH 


TOTAL 






WITH ANOTHER CLASS 


64.0 


^7.8 


53-5 


56.7 


(*3 


.9) 


WHOLE CLASS ALONE 


86.7 


#5.7 


86.0 


89.0 


<*2 


.«) 


SMALL GROUPS 


24.0 


15.7 


37.2 


33.5 


(*3 


.7) 


INDIV. STUDENTS 


4.0 


17.0 


;37.2 


16.5 


(*2 


.9) 


NEVER USE 


2.7 


6.5 


11.6 


6.1 


(*1 


.9) 



Across "all school levels, media specialists have a considerably 

higher estimate of % ITV use than teachers. In high schools, for 

example, 26.8% of media t specialists report that teafcfoers never use 

ITV, (see item #8) wtiile 52.4% of high school teachers report they 
never use it. 



#16 REPAIR POLICY 



ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH^ TOTAL 



REPAIRED IN BLDG * 1.4 2.3 0.0 1.3 (*6.1) 

CENTRAL REP. SHOP 60.0 77.3 81.8 70.9 

HIRE REPAIRMAN 25.7 18.2. 13.6 20.3 

NO POLICY 5.7 0.0 2.3 3.2 * 

OTHER 7.1- 2.3 2.3 



Television and video equipment 'are generally repaired in the 
^school system f s central repair shop ,« although abbut one-fifth of the 
schools use a local repair service. 

_ #17 TTf RELATED SERVICES 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




EARPHONES 


34.0 


32.5 


41 .-2 


35.5 


(»4.4) 


'.EASY (DIAL) ACCESS 


31.9 


25.0 


17.6 


25.6 


(•4.0) 


TOT STUDIO 


14.9 


20.0 


32.4 


21 .5 


(*3.7) 


TAPE* LIB/SCHOOL ' 


19.1 


47.5 


6*1 ; 8 


40.5 


(*4.5) 


TAPE LIB/DISTRICT 


55.3 ' 


47.5 


58.8 


53.7 


(*4.6) 


OTHER 


4.3 


0.0 


2.9 


2.5 


(»1.4) 
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A higher percentage of media specialists . reported >he 
availability of service in each category than the corresponding 
teacher percentage. There appears to be a number of -teachers who are 
unaware of ■"'the availability of * thesjs^ services. Libraries of 
videotapes' are reported to be available in 40.556 of the school 
buildings and 53-7% of the school districts. Senior higtr schools 
have the greatest access to .these services. 



#18 USE OF VIDEOTAPE RECORDERS 



USE 



EL EM 
38.2 



JR/MIDDLE 
80.0- 



#19 IS SOMEONE AVAILABLE TO VIDEOTAPE? 
PERSON AVAILABLE 



EL EM 
37.7 



JR/MIDDLE 
80.5 



SR HIGH 
75.0 



SR HIGH 
86.5 



TOTAL 
59 . 1 (*3.8) 



TOTAL 
64.9 



(*4.2) 



A distinctly different response to the issue of> the use of 
videotape manifested itself -'between elementary school media 
specialists, on the one hand, ^nd junior and senior high med'La 
specialists on the other. Approximately twice as many upper level 
media specialists record ITV lessons than elementary media 
specialists. This finding is consistent with the information about 
equipment availahility'.'but is-more dramatic in the difference. ~~ 



#20 ARE PROGRAMS PRODUCED IN THE SCHOOL? 





EL EM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


SoXAL 


/ 

\ 




PROGRAMS PRODUCED , 


44 


.3 


70 


.5 


80 


.0 


61 


.0 


(»3 


.9) 


TO WHAT" END: 




















* 


INSTRUCTIONAL USE . 


57 


.6 


71 


.0 • 


78 


. 1 


68 


.8 


(»4. 


.8) 


ADMINISTRATIVE USE 


T5 


.2- 


9 


•7- 


' 18 


.8 


14 


.6 


(»3. 


6) 


IN-SERVICE 


12 


. 1 


16 


. 1* 


■ 34 


.4 


20 


.8 


(»4. 


.2) 


STUDENT EXPERIENCE 


72 


.7 


77 


.4 


81 


.3 


77 


. 1 


(»4. 


.3) 


TEACHER FEEDBACK 


27 


.3 


t * 25 


.8 


50 


.0 


34 


.4 


(»4. 


.9) 


STUDENT FEEDBACK 


66 


.7 


80 


.6 


87 


.5 


78 


. 1 


(*4. 


2) 


OTHER 


18 


.2 


9 


.7 


•15 


.6 


14 


.6 


(*3 


.6) 



According to the media specialists, large percentage of 

schools produce their own video programs. Tne main uses they aee for 
these programs are Student feedback, student production experience 
and instructional use. Mor-e use is apparently made of in-school 
productions at the junior and senior high school level. 
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#21. PRQDUCTION RESPONSIBILITY 



,'MEDIA SPECIALIST f 


ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 








87 


.5 


69 . 7 


73 


.5 


77 


.6 




.1) 




CLASSROOM TEACHER 


37 


.5 


24.2 




.2 


34 


.6 


(*H 


.6) 




STUDENTS 


7 


.5 


6.1 


20 


.6 


1 1 


.2 - 


(*3 


.1) 




ITV COORDINATOR 


20 


• q 


* 12.1 


1 V 


.8 


" 15 


.0 


(*3 


.5) 




OTHER^ 


10 


.0 


12.1 


' 20 


.6 


1 14 


.0 


(•13 


4) 






#22, HOW MANY TEACHERS ARE INVOLVED IN PRODUCTION? 

Five teachers or less are typically involved in productions in 
each school. One notable exception occurs at the elementary school 
level, however , 'where 30^,0% of the respondents indicated that no 
teachers were involved. This suggests that the media specialist took 
on m the task of production in the context of some media or library 
oriented activity or that she/he was ^simply left alone, in a different 
instructional context to develop and produce a video program. r 



SUPPORT OF ITV 



#23 MEDIA SPECIALISTS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS ITV USE 

ELEM * JR/MIDDLE' SR HIGH TOTAL 
STRONGLY ENCOURAGE 22.7 \1 .A 16.3 19.5 (*4.6) 

ENC. BUT LEAVE TO - l f; 

TEACHER DISCRETION 64.6 ^73.9 65.1 67.1 

NEITHER -ENC. NOR . 
DISCOURAGE 13-3 8.7 16 -3 12.8 .* 

DISC'. BUT LEAVE TO 

TEACHER DISCRETION 0.O' 0.0. 2.3^ 0.6 

STRONGLY DISC. 0.0 0.0 > 0.0 0.0 

Most media specialists (67.1%) see themselves as* encouraging the 
use of ITV but leaving that use to' the discretion of the teacher* A 
smaller percentage of media specialists (19.5%) report, that they 
strongly encourage use. 

V 




#"24 DISTRICT ATTITUDES TOWARD ITV USE 



ELEM 

STRONGLY ENCOURAGE 1 8 .9 

ENC. BUT LEAVE TO 

TEACHER DISCRETION 71-6 

NEITHER ENC . NOR ■ ' 

DISCOURAGE 6.8 

DISC. BUT LEAVE TO 

TEACHER DISCRETION 1.4 

STRONGLY DISC. 0.0 



JR/MIDDLE 
13.0 ' 



69.6 
15.2 

2.2 
0.0 



Sfc HIGH 
7.0 



83.7 



7.0 



0.0 



0.0 



1 



TOTAL 
14.1 (*4.5) 



74,2 



9.2 

1 

1.2 
0.0. 



District attitudes toward ITV use were viewed by media 
specialists as consistent with their own. attutudes. A modest 
exception existed among high school media specialists, who seem to 
think the district is lessjf avorably disposed than they are. 



#25 ITV COORDINATOR J 

# 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


^TOTAL 




FULL TIME 


8.0 


13.0 


20.9 


12.8 


(»8.4) 


FART TIME 


1.3 


13-0 


11.6 


7.3 




INFORMAL 


16.0 


13-0 . 




12.2 




NONE 


74.7 


60.9 


62.8 


67.7 




PERSON SPECIALLY 












TRAINED 


33.3 


38.9 


62.5 


43.6 


(*10.1) 


ITV COORD. CONSULTS 












WITH TEACHERS 


9o.o 


100.0 


100.0 


96.2 


(*5.9) 



About one-third of the schools report having eithar a full- or 
part-time ITV coordinator or an informal coordinator. It appears 
that in most cases the m&frCS specialist assumes tftat rolC Only 
43.65t of the designat,e$K ITV coordinators have had training.' But, -in 
the majority of schools (96,2J), either the ITV coordinator or the 
media specialist, are available for consultation with teachers 
regarding the use of ITV — somehow the job gets done. 
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#26 CONTACT WITH OUTSIDE ITV PERSONNEL ■ * 





ELEM 


J.R/MIDDLE 


- SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




CONTACTED 


26,. 7 


43.2- 


56.8 


39.3 


(*3.8) 


IF "YES- 










» 


STAFF VISITED SCHOOL 












DISTRICT 


6.3 


11.1* 


39 . 1 


21.1 


(*5.4) 


' STATE 


12.5 


0.0 


18.8 


■ 11.8 


C*5.6) 


PROVIDF IN-SERVICE 












DISTRICT 


18.8 


1 V 1 

1 r * 1 


?f> 1 


1 Q 3 




STATE 


62.5 


20 .0 


18 ,8 


29 .4 


(*7 .9) 


PROVIDED MATERIALS 












DISTRICT 


81.3 


83.3 


87.0 


8^.2 


0^.9) 


STATE 


6,2 . 5 


70.0 


87.5 


76.5 


(*7.«> 


PHONE CONTACT 












DISTRICT 


31.3 


88.9 


'69.6 


64.9 


(*6.4) 


STATE 


12.5 


10.0 


■ 6.3 


8.8 


(M.9) 


SERVED ON COMM. 












DISTRICT 


0.0 


0.0 


13.0 


5.3 


(*3.0) 


STATE 


0.0 


0.0 


6.3 


2.9 


(*2.9) 


OTHER 












dTstrict 


12.5 


11.1 


' 13.0 


12.3 


(•«.«) 


STATE 


37.5 


. 10.0 


0.0 


1 1 .8 


(*5.6) 



Responses to this item can ffe misleading if not reyiewed 
carefully. At the elementary leveO., for instance ,~ almost three times 
as many people did not have contact as did with <eixher district or 
state ITV people. The data on the nature of the contact appears 
positive. But 'it should be considered that in many cases only one or 
two respondents indicated they had a particular contact. This occurs 
as a result of using percent as a measure and having only a few 
respondents eligible for a* particular item. A case in point: only* 
twelve media specialists reported that their school w&s visited by a 
district ITV representative and only four said they had had a visit*" 
from state ITV personnel* 

For the most part (excluding newsletters, guides,, etc.) more 
contact was made at the high school level* Only high school .media 
specialists, and then only four, at that, reported serving on an ITV 
committee at the district (3) or state (1) level. 
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#27 ITV SCHEDULE BOOK DISTRIBUTION 



\ 



( given to all # 
given" on request 
not provided 
copies in school 
don't know 
more t-han one way 



ELEM 

58. 4 f~~< 

W.T 
' 2.6 
15.6 

3.9 

7.8 



JR/MIDDLE 
27 .'7 

42.6 
2.1 
6.4 



SR -HIGH 
32.6 
20.9 
0.0 
' 37.2" 
2.3 
. 7.0 



TOTAL 
43. 1 
16.2 
1.8 
, 28.7 
3.0 
7.2 



(*12,8) 



The distribution pattern of schedules reported by media 
>v^_specialists is consistent with the one teachers expressed except that 
media specialists are more confident these items get to the teachers 
than the teachers , are . Again, the pr/imary form of distribution, 
particularly in the elementary schools, appears to be that all 
teachers receive the schedules. The second\most likely occuFrance is 
that multiple copies are kept in some central location like the media 
center. 



028 TEACHER GUIDE DISTRIBUTION 



GIVEN TO ALL 

GIVEN ON REQUEST 

NOT PROVIDED 
* COPIES IN SCHOOL 
, DON'T KN(*f 

MORE THAN ONE WAY 



ELEtfN 


JR/MIDDLE 


*SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


22. 1 


6.4 * 


4.8 


13.3 


49.4 


42. 6 


38.1 


44.6 


1.3 


2. 1 


4.8 


2.4 


18.2 


29. ,8 


35.7 


25.9 


,3.9 


6.4 , 


4.8 


4.8 


5.2 


12.8' 


11.9 


9.0 



(*11.6) 



In contrast tb the }pV schedules, ITV program guides seem to be 
either clistribuWd to teachers an request or kept in multiple ?op£es 
in^ some central location. Elementary school teachers, according to 
their media">»peckalists , are the most likely to receive copies of 
guides whether th/y request them or not. 
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UTILIZATION OF I TV 



■ V' 

,#29 WHO INFORMS TEACHERS ABOUT ITV? 

EL EM * JR/MIDDLE 

MEDIA SPECIALIST 83-3 87.2 

ITV" COORDINATOR 15.4 12.8 > 

ANOTHER TEAOTHER 15.4 '10^5 

PRINCIPAL 12.8 '• 10.6. 

ITV— STATE . .11.1 - 4.3 

LOCAL TV STATION * 0.0 4.3 

NO ONE .12.8 - .6.4 



SR HIGH TOTAL 



86.4 
20.5 
18.2* 
2-3 
15.9 
2.3 
2.3 



85.2 
16.0 
14.8 
9.5 
11.8' 
1 .8 
8.3 



(*2.7) 

t*2.8) 

(*2.7> 

(*2.3) 

(*2.5) 

(*1 .0)' 

(*2.1) 



There is no question about the fact that media specialists 
believe that they are the ones who usually inform the teachers about 
.ITV programs or about how to make use* of those programs — /o5.2% 
.-think so. This contrasts markedly with teacher perceptions .** 
Teachers give much of the credit for keeping informed to other 
teachers. %hree in eight teachers .say that they " some times'**- or 
"often" get ideas from other teachers. No other source of ITV 
information, including the guides, was consulted- as frequently. 



#30 MEDIA SPECIALIST'S SUGGESTIONS ABOUT ITV 



OFTEN 
SOMETIMES 
RARELY 
NEVER 



ELEM 

17-9 

50.0 

21.8" 

10.3 



JR/MIDDLE 
42.6 
46.8 
10.6 
0.0 



SR HIGH 
34.1 




TOTAL 
29.0 
48.5 
16.6 
-5.9 



(*6.4) 



In terms of the frequency of advice given to teachers, 29.055 of 
the media specialists say they "often," either formally or 
informally, tell teachers about programs worth v/atching or ways- to 
use* ITV* Another* 48. 5% say they "sometimes" provide advice. This 
observation on their part ^ks consistent with their other observation 
that, in the main, the^ encourage • ITV use but leave that use up to 
the discretion of the teacher. It is difficult without further 
inquiry to imply more than tha£ media specialists are generally more 
reactive than 'proactive, regarding ITV. The fact that^ one in five 
estimates that he/she rarely, if ever, provides ITV* suggestions -to 
teachers is reason enough to suggest the need for further inquiry. 



54 





« 



1 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS ITV 



4f 

SUBJECT SPECIALISTS 
- ' FAVOR 

NEUTRAL 
AGAINST 

TEACHERS 

, * '" FAVOR 

' " NEUTRAL 

• AGAINST ' 
PRINCIPAL * 

FAVOR 
NEUTRAL . 
AGAINST 
OTHEfrASPECIALISTS. 

"*4Bl. favor 

NEUTRAL. 
AGAINST W 

FA^OR 

NeutI&l 

AGAINST 



PARfflTS^ 



STUDENTS 



FAVOR 



EL EM 

'63.3 
33.3 
'3.3 

73.6 
23.6 
2.8 

68.6 

27: 1 
4.3 

'63.8 
31.0' 

2. 1 ' 

34.4 
63.9 
1.6 

i 

81.8- 
18.2 
0.0* 



NEUTRAL 
AGAINST 
TEACHER ORGANIZATION 

FAVOR 55.6 
NEUTRAL 42.6 
AGAINST - -V 1.9 



J-R/MIDDLE 

- 51.3 
48.7 
0.0 

47.7 
52.3 
"0.0 

70.5 
27.3 
- 2.3 

' 40.^5 
56.8 
:. 2.7 

, '23?3 
76.7 
0.0 



74 .4 
25.6 
0.0 

31.7 
.58.3 



0.0 



SR HIGH 

48.8 
51.2 
0.0 

51 .2 
48.8 
0.0 

57.1 
40.5 
2.4 

44; 7 

55.3 
0,0 

23.1 

76.9 
0.0 

• 57.5 
42.5 
0.0 



•35.9 
61 .5 
2.6 



( 



TOTAL 

53.6 
45.5- 
0.9 

'60.4 
38.4 
1.3 

66 .0 
30.8 
3.2— 

50.8' 

47.5 
•1 .6 
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(*5.0).. 



(*4'.1) 



(*4.4) 



(»4.8) 



28.0 /T*3.9' 
0.7 



73:2 
'26.8 
0.0 

42; 5 
56.0 
. 1.5 



"C»3'-6)T 



(*4.5) 



Although media specialists consider teachers to be m@>re-or-less 
favorable^toward ITV, they tfrink, tha\ teacher's organizations tend to 
be neut||H., an observation whieji """seems to be more negative than 
posi.tiv'Jr' It is also interesting t.o note that students are 
considered t£e most positively disposed toward ITV of. all groups \and 
fet overaUTuse^^LITV seems to relatively modest. Do' the opinions 
of other- constituencies, parents or t eac her organizations, for 
example, play'a-mbre important role in influencing use? 
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#32 INAPPROPRIATE USE >OF ITV 





' t ELEM 


jrJmiddle 


: SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




..USED 


ITV TOO MUCH 








• * * 


> 


YES . 15.1 


. 4.4 


7.1 


10.0 


C»3.0) 




NO . .78.1 


88.9 


• $2.9 
. • ' o-.o . 


85.0 






**NOT SURE ' 6.8 


• 6.7 • 


5.0 




■ USED 9 


INAPPROPRIATELY 










YES 11.3 


V -13.0- 


. * 11.9- 


11.9 


(*3.7) 


n 


NO 77.5 • 


73.9 


83-3 • 


78.0 






NOT SURE -011.3. 


13-0 


4.8 


'10.1 





The majority of media, specialists qonsider teacher rise of 'ITV to 
be moderate and appropriate. At \the' elementary school level the 
largest incidence of over-use is r^oVted (15*1%). Inappropriate 
program selection* is ratfcd consistentl ^across levels. Only* about 
\2%* of th$ schoo^rs^ according to the- media specialists, had at least 
one teacher who selected pfo^jriams inappropriately. • * 



#33- MAXIMUM APPROPRIATE AMOUNT OF^ITV PER WEEK 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


■ SR HIG'H . 


TOTAL 


FIFTEEN MIN. 


• 0.0 ' 


4. '3 


, O.Q 


.1.2 (*14.7) 


THIRTY -MIN. 


17.3 


23.9 


9.5 


' 17.2 


ONE HOUR • 


• 32.0 


21.7 


33.3 


29.4 


ONE & ONE HALF HR. 


21.3 


10.9 


16,7 . 


17.2 ■ * 


TWO TO FOUR HRS. 


12.0 


6.5 


4.6" 


8i6. 


FIVE OR- MORE- HRS. • 


0.0 


o.o • 


. 0.0 


0.0 . • 


NO 'SET .LIMIT 


•17.3 


32.6 


35.7? 


- 26.4'* 4 






* » 







Elementary school media specialists appear more inclined. to set 
maximum viewing limits than their upp£r level colleagues. Their 
peroe^Lved limit clusters in the one hour range. .At the upper levels, 
if limits are S.et, the limit is most' likely" to be one hour. The 
preference for jiinior or senior high people is more likely to leave 
time limi&s to the teacfier. 
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#35 GENERAL OR SPECIFIC TRAINING 



ELEM ' 

HAD ITV TRAINING 42.1 
IF YES- 

- COLLEGE COURSE 45.7' 
- DISTRICT IN-SERVICE 42.9 
>§TV IN-SERVICE 1 1 .4 

^WKSHOP-TV STATION 0.0 
WRSHGP-STATE ITV 28.6 
WKSHOP-PROF MEETING 45.7 



JH/MIDDLE 
55.3 

46:2 
42:3 > 
11.-5 
3-8 
23. .1 ' 
57 .'7 



SR HIGH 


TOTAL 






62.8 


5*1 .2 


(*3. 


9) 


55.6 . 


48.9 


C*5. 


4) 


51 .9 


45.5 


(*5. 


3) 


7.4 


10.2 


(»3. 


2) 


0.0 


.1.1 


C»1. 


1) 


18.5 " 


* 23. 9v 


(*4. 


6) 


37.0 


■ 46.6 


(*5'. 


3) 



As with- teachers, tlfe jnost likely ITV training 
media specialists is . reported to be a college 
However, far more media specialists (45. 5J vs. 16.9%) 
opportunity to participate in a district level _.. ... _ 
experience. The media specialists whs, have had training do not seem 
to be using their experience to k implement and conduct training 
sessions for the teachers. » 



experience for 
course (48«9f). 

have had the 
ITV in-service' 



#36 RECENT TRAINING 



/ 



• ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

WITHIN THREE YEARS 42.5 29.0 43.8 .38.8 (*4.8) 

Less than half of the media specialists have had recent training 
experience in ITV. - In addition,, tire junior high/middle school group 
appears to be the most neglected. Since there are a large number pf 
new and appfopr i$te programs aimed at junior high school .stud^€s, 
this laifKpf .recent training would seem to be a' problem. 



t 



57. 




J' * 



( 



REACTIONS^) INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION 



#37 REACTIONS TO\U'SE OF ITV , ' 

A. * Teachers in my school are using mo»re ITV than they have 
In the past 3 years. 

■ ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HISH TOTAL 

AGREE 29.2 , 38.6 v 45.0 35,9 

NEITHER , 31.9, '18.2 25.0 ' 26/3 

DISAGREE 29.2 >36.4 22. 5-- 29.5 * 

NA 9.7 ; 6.8 . 7'. 5 ,*8.3 



C*7.9) _ 



B. ITV Causes many scheduling and administrative problems. 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



ELEM 
28. 4 
'27.0 - 
39.2* 
5.4 



JR/MIDDLE 
26.7 

22 .'2 

46.7.- 
1.4 



C. ITV is a useful teaching? tool 



SR HIGH 
26.8 
17.1 
43.9 
12.2 



4 



TOTAL 
27.5 
23.1 
4 2. .5 
6.9 





ELEM 


jr/middBM 


f SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


* 91. '8- 


" 93". 2 ^ 


95.2 


93.1 


NEITHER 


6.8 


2.3 


2.4 


4.4 


DISAGREE 


1..4 


2.3 


Q.O 


■ 1.3 


NA 


'. 0.0 

*> 


« ,2.3 


2.4 


1.3 




< 




s 


* , '- 













(*7.5V 



(*3.5) 



D. Teachers don't ma,ice enough use of "ITV. 




GREE 
ITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



ELEM 
61.1 
27.8 ' 
11.1 
0.0 



JR/MIDDLE 
73-8 
16.7 
2. "4 

7.1 



SR HIGH 
59.5 
31 .0 
4.8 
4.8 



TOTAL 
64.1 
25.6 
7.1 
3.2 



(*6.1) 
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if teacher's in my school used ITV too much there would 
be comments. 

„ELEM • • JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

AGREE 31 .0 48.8 35.0 37.0 (*8.3) 

NEITHER > 35.2 . 23-3 37.-5 ■ 32.5 

•DISAGREE 19.7 14.0 * 20.0 18.2 

NA ; 14.* , * 14.0 7.5 12.3 ' 



Some parents express concerns about the amount of ITV 
watched in the classroom. # 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
N*A 



ELEM 

3*5 ! 2 
43.8 
16.4 



JR/MIDDLE 
4.7 
18.6 
60.5 
16.3 



SR HIGH 
5.0 
20.0 
50.0 
25.0 



TOTAL 
5.1 
26.3 
50.0 

18.6 



(*6.3) 



Our emphasis on basic education goals makes ITV a frill. 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA . 



ELEM 
8.5 
2*5.4 
60.6 
5.6 



JR/MIDDLE 
8.9 
13-3. 
73-3 
4.4 



SR HIGH 
5.0 
27.5 
57.5 
10.0 



TOTAL 

■7.7- (*5.7) 
22.4 

63.5 
6.4 



I have inquired about -ITV opinions of parents in a 
needs assessment- s.urvey, 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



ELEM 
0.0 
8.7 
31.9 
59.4 



JR/MIDDLE 
0.0 
' 9.8 
41.5 
48.8 



SR HIGH 
2.7 

. 18.9 
16.2 
62.2 



TOTAL 
0.7 
11.6 
30.6 
57.1 



(*6.0) 



One of the first things to go 
environment is ITV. c » 
_ ' • ELEM 



in a tight budgetary 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



24.3 
50.0 
15.7 
10.0 




SR HIGH 




12.5 



TOTAL 

27.9 
42.2 
20-. 1 
9.7 



(*7'.5) 
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J..- It has become easier over the past" 3 years to justify 



funds for supporting ITV. 



AGREE 

NEITHER 

DISAGREE 



ELEM " JR/MIDDLE 

6.9 ' 24. 4 

52.-8 ' '31.1 

23.6 ' 33.3 
I6 t 7 • 11.1 



SR HIGH 
*' 10.0 
62.5 
15.0 
. 12.5' 



TOTAL 
12.7 
49.0 
21.2 
14 .0 



X*7.0) 



I^V is considered a useful teaching" tool by 93.156 .of the media 
specialists surveyed. The majority (64.156) also feelS^hat teachers 
do not make enough use of ITV. More than one third ( 35 . 956 ) would 
agree that there is a trend toward more use of ITV in the schools 
even though ITV services are' felt tq be threatened by a "tight 
budgetary environment. 



#38 USES^OF ITV. 



A. to extend the range of experiences available to students 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER 
UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



ELEM 
.94.7 
3.*9 

1-3 
0.0 



JR/MIDDLE 
91 .3 
4.3 

2.2* 
, 2.2 



SR HIGH 
93.0 
4.7 
2.3 
0.0 



TOTAL 

93.3 
4.2 
1.8 
0.6 



(*3.D 



B. to present new materials 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER 
UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



ELEM 
83-1 
11.3 

4.2 * 
1.4 • 



JR/MIDDLE 
75.6 
20.0 
2.2.* 
2.2'* 



SR HIGH 
76.7 
18,6 



.7 

0.0 



TOTAL 
79 .2 
15.7 
3.8 
1.3 



(*4.7) 



C. to provide different approaches for presenting material 

ELEM JR/MIDDLf ' SR HIGH TOTAL 

IMPORTANT 93.3 * 90.9 • 92.7 92.5 

NEITHER 5.3 -6.8 4.9 5.6 

UNIMPORTANT 1.3 0.0 2.4' 1.3 

NA -0.0 N 2.3 0.0 0.6 



(*3.D 
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/ 



to reinforce 


material 


taught in 'other 


lessons 






ELEM 


Jft/MIDDLE 


• SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


IMPORTANT - 


86.3 


'79.1 


82.9 


83.4 


NEITHER 


13.7 


14.0 


14.6 


11.0 


UNIMPORTANT 


0.0 


4.7 


2.4* 


1.9 


NA 


0.0 


2.3 


0.0 


0.6 



to bring new resources and/or persons into the classroom 

ELEM,' JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

IMPORTANT 95.9 95.6* 36.0 93.2 (*2.8) 

NElf HER 2.7 ' 2.2 14.0 5.6 

UNIMPORTANT 1<4 0.0 . 0.0 'o.6 

NA 0.0 2.2 0.0 o!6 



to motivate stujdents-' 

* ELEM 

IMPORTANT 94.5 

NEITHER -4.1 

UNIMPORTANT 1.4 

NA 0.0 



interest in a 
JR/MIDDLE 
85.4 
12.2 
- 0.0 
2.4 



subject 
SR HIGH 
88.1 • 
11.9 
0.0 
0.0 



TOTAL 
90.4 
8.3 
0.6 
0.6 



(*3.1) 



to lighten the teaching load 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE 
IMPORTANT - 13.7 4.5 ' 

NEITHER 30.1 29.5 V 

UNIMPORTANT 45.2 50.0 

MA , 11,0 15.9 



SR HIGH 
9.8 
H4.1 
48.8 
7.3 



TOTAL 
10.1 
31 .0 
47.5 
1 1 .4 



(*6.5) 



to allow teacher to observe students 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE 



IMPORTANT ^ 29.2 

NEITHER 25.0 

UNIMPORTANT 37.5 

NA 8.3 



15.9 
45.5 
31.8 

. 6.8 



SR HIGH 
^21 .4 

'47.6 
. 23 . 8 
7.1 



TOTAL 
23.4 
36.7 
32.3 
7.6 



(*J.2) 
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I. to allow teacher and/or students a brief time to relax 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER 
UNIMPORTANT' 
NA 



ELEM 
9.1 

22,. 7 
54.5 
13/6 



JR/MIDDLE 
2.3 
25.0 

65.9 
6.8 



SR HIGH 
7.1 
38.1 
50.0 
4.8 



TOTAL 
6.6 
27.6 
56.6 
9.2 



■(•5.9-) 



J. 



to permit individualization of instruction 



IMPORTANT* 
NEITHER 
UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



ELEM 
4,8.6 
27. 1 
1 1 . 4 
12.9 



JR/MIDDLE 
48.8 
.25.6 ' 
11.6 
14.0 



SR HIGH 
7 4. .4 
13/6 

. 2.3- 



TOTAL 
55.8 
24.4 

, 9.6 
10.3 



(»8.0) 



K. to present subject matter where there is not a 
s-pecial teacher (e.g. foreign language) 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

61'. t 41.9- * 45.2 51.6 

19.4 9.3 19.0 16.6 

8.3 ' , '30-.2 9.5 14.6 

11.1 18.6 26.2 17.2 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER 
UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



(»9.3> 



« serve as a suitable teaching alternative in 
ergency s ituations 

ELEM ' JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH 

IMPORTANT 10.0 13.6 14.3 

NEITHER 21.4 % , 20.5 . 26.2 

UNIMPORTANT 51.4 47.7 42.9 

NA 1 17.1' 18.2 . 16.7 



TOTAL 
12.2 
22,4- 
48. 1 
17.3 



(*7.2) 



M. to cover essential learning skills 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER 
UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



ELEM 
38 .'9 
34.7 
18.1 
8.3 



JR/MIDDLE 
46.5 
27.9 
18.6' 
7.0 
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SR HIGH 
57.1 
28.6 
9.5 
4^8* 



TOTAL 
45.9 
31 .2 

15.9 
7.0 



(*7.5) 



to meSia- 
range of 



The most important . functions served by ITV, according 
specialists, are likely jto be that it extends the 
q experiences available' to students and brings new resources or people 
ERJC nt0 the classroom. Most media specialists. (92.5%) also feel that 
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ITV provides different approaches * f6r presenting material in the 
classroom* It is also viewed by 90. H% of respondents as capable of 
motivating student interest/. 



#39 VARIOUS ASPECTS OF ITV 



ITV shows great possibilities for stimulating teacher 
creativity. * ' 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


65.8 


63.6 


56.1 


62.7 


NEITHER 


23.3 


■ 27.3 • 


39.0 ■ 


28.5 


DISAGREE 


6.8 


6.8 ~ 


2.4 


5.7 


NA 


4.1 


2.3 


2.4 


3.2 



(*5.9) 



B. Teachers, when- using instructional television, lose some 
of their importance in the classroom setting. 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HlSH TOTAL 

AGREE 2.8 . 2.3 #*~4.3 4.4 (*4.2) 

NEITHER- 13.9 11.4 ' 23.3 15.7 

DISAGREE 83.3 84!1 67.4 79-2 

NA* 0.0 2.3 • 0-.0 0.6 



The personal relationship between student and teacher 

is lost when instructional television is used. 

ELEM JR/MlfiDLE - SR HIGH TOTAL 

AGREE 12.5, 4.5 9.3 9.4 (*5.4) 

NEITHER' 1\. 1 '13.6 23.3 15.1 

DISAGREE 73X6 77.3 ' 65.1 72.3 

NA 2.8, • * 4.5 2.3 3.1 



le development of more new instructional television programs 
is a 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


2.8 ' 


2.3 


0.0 


1.9 


NEITHER ■ 


11.1 


6.8 


11.9 


10.1 


DISAGREE 


86.1 


" 88.6 ■ 


88.1 


87.3 


NA 


0.0 


' 2.3' 


0.0 


0.6 



(•3.3) ^ 
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V 



E. 



Wider use .of instructional television is needecf. 

ELEM& JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH 

AGREE 53.4 'A 58.1' 61.9 

NEITHER 32.9 ■ 37.2 33-3 ' 

DISAGREE 13.7 2.3 4.8 

NA 0.0 ; 2.3 0.0 



TOTAL 
57.0 
34". 2 
8.2 
0.6 



(*5.4) 



F. The use of instructional television makes any subject 
matter more interesting. 

f • ELEM 4*. JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

AGREE 52.7 44.2 ' 53-5 50.6 

NEITHER 37.8 32.6 ' 32.6 35.0 

DISAGREE 9.5 20.^ 14.0 13-7 

NA- 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.6 



(*5.8) 



H, 



Instructional television should inspire students 
greater curiosity and learning. 



to 





ELEM • 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


82.2 


81.8 


83.7 


82.5 


NEITHER 


17.8 


13-6 


16.3 


16.2 


DISAGREE 


0.0 


' 2.3 


0.0 


0.6 


\a * 


0.0 


' 2.3 


0.0 ' 


' * 0.6 








s 


; 


Instructional 


tel ev ision 


is all right 


but I 'feel 


it has 


been overemphasized. 




sr High 






1 .ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


2.7 


6.8 


2.3 


3-8 


NEITHER 


39.7 


J9.5 


37.2 


36.2 


DISAGREE 


57. £ 


A1.4 


. 60.5 


59.4 


NA 

• 


0.0 


W 2.3 


0.0 . 


0.6 



(*3.6) 



> 



(*1 .6) 



Children watch 


enough 


television at home; they 


don't 


need* to watch 


more in 


school. 






ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE ' SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGRE-E „ 


4.1 


2.3 0.0 


2.5 


NEITHER 


18.9 


27.3 23 v3- 


22.4 


DISAGREE . 


73/0 


65.9* 76.7 


72.0 


NA 


4.1 


"• 5 64 °:° 


3.1 



(*4.3) 



Over 80% of the media specialists think instructional television 
ERIC ns P ir ! es student curiosity. Fewer ,(62.7%) agree that • ITV also has 

i " fll " M : ! '. ; 
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the power to stimulate teacher creativity. Fifty-seven .percefit would 
likfe to see wider use made of the television medium. 

^CONCLUSION 

Media specialists tend to be supportive of ITV. They see 
themselves -as encouraging ITV use, as informing teachers of its 
potential, and as disseminating schedules, guides and suggestions 
about ITV offerings. All of this is done in the context of their 
overall function. They see a slight rise in ITV use although they 
also predict continued or increased pressure \>n supporting gfunds . 
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PRINCIPALS 



■ INTRODUCTION 

One hundred sixty-eight", principals (84%) returned valid 
questionnaires. As the' rnajor contributor to school climate, the 
principal's opinions on the use of instructional television is 
extremely important. The high response rate is- gratifying. • '■ 

#2 GRADES TAUGHT 

Eighty-one elementary principals, forty junior high, or middle 

school principals, and forty-seven senior high school principals 

responded to this survey." , * 



#9 EXPERIENCE 



• ELEM JR/MIDDLE 

PRINCIPAL 

AT PRESENT SCHOOL 

1 YEAR 21.0 12.5 

2-3 YEARS 30.9 ,35.0 

4-6 YEARS 22.2 32.5 

7-9 YEARS 18.5 7.5 

10+ YEARS 7.4 12,. 5* 

Educator 

1 YEAR 0.0 0.0 . 

2-3 YEARS 0.0 0.0 

4-6 YEARS ■ CO 0.0 

7-9 YEARS • , 1.3 0.0- 

10+ YEARS 98.7 100.0 



SR HIGH TOTAL 



12.8 
27.7 
31.9 
12.8 
14.9 



0.0 
0.-0 



0.0 
100.0 



• 16.7 
31 .0 
27.4 

14.3 
10/7 




0, 
0. 
0 
0 
99 



(*9.4) 



(*0.6*) 
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Principals in Maryland have a considerable amount of experience 
in^ schools. Only*one elementary principal reported having less than 
ten* years experience (heVshe had 7-9 years in the schools) as an 
educator. 'However, they have mCich less experience as principals. 
About balf of the respondents report having three or less years/ the 
others report having four or wore years. Only one in ten have ten or 
more y,ears. ' 

> - . • • 66 
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AVAILABILITY OF INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION . 



#10 AVAILABILITY OF. PROGRAMMING 

ELEM /^/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

AVAILABLE 98.7 / 89.7 95.7 95.8 (*1.6) 

. / ■ 

Some form of ITV programming, either broadcast or videotape, is 
available in 95.5% of the schools, according to principals. Their 
estimates corroborate those of media specialists, leaving teachers 
with thev lowest estimate of availabilty. This is particularly the 
case at tme senior high level, where' about 96% af principals and' 
media specialists report, program availability, compared jto .73% of 
teachers * ' . ▼ • 



#12 NUMBER OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS USING ITV 



The number of teachers regularly usrng ITV' in ^heir school is 
estimated by pr incipals* as being anywhere from zero (27.3 percent) to 
forty (0.6 percent). Most principals (60 percent) believe that five' 
of fewer teachers in their school ar^regular ITV users. 



#13 TV MEDIA AVAILABLE 





ELEM 


. JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH, 


TOTAL 




V 


DIRECT ON-AIR , 


90.7 


86.5 


83,3 


87.7 


(*2.7) 




CASSETTE/VIDEOTAPE 


44 .0 , 


83.8 


92.9- 


66.9 


(*3.8) 




CABLE TV 


8.0 


16.2 


9.5 


10.4 


(*2.5) 




VIDEODISC 


1.3 


•2.7 


0.0 


1.3 


(*0.9) 




CLOSED CIRCUIT 


28.0 


24.3 


52.4 


33.8 


(*3.8) 




DON'T KNOW 


1.3 


0.0 


• 0.0 


0.6 


(*0.6) 





#14 QUALITY OF TELEVISION RECEPTION 



GOOD 
FAIR 
POOR 



ELEM 
66.2 
28.6 
5.2\ 



JR/MIDDLE 
76.9 
15.4 

7.7 



SR HIGH 

<57\1 
« 33.3 
• 9.5 



TOTAL 
66.5 
26.,$ 
* 7.0 



(*4.9) 



The principals^ assessment of format availability and 
quality is consistent ^with media specialists' ^assessment. 

ERIC . ^ -67 *' 
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#15 LOCATION OF TELEVISION' SETS 



JR/MIDDLE • 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


23.7 


19.0 


38.5 


26.3 


. • 16.7 


23.7 


0.0 


4.8 


• 2.6 


26.3 


42.9 


21 .8 


23.7 


16.7 


13.5 



ELEM 

m CLASSROOM , 56.6 23-7 19~6" '38*."i - (*12. 1 ) 

TU CENTRAL LOC. 26.3* " 

AUDITORIUM . -2& ^ 

f MEDIA CENTER , 7.9 / 

MORE THAN ONE 6.6 
OR OTHER 



. Elementary principals reinforce the notion that TV sets are 
generally kept in the classroom at the elementary school level. They 
seem to be more inclined to the opinion that the olassroom. has, 
rather than doesn't have, a TV set than the media specialists or 
teachers. A reverse^ discrpeancy is apparent at .th*e junior or senior 
high level. The principals tend; to underestimate (compared to, .the 
teachers) the use made of the media center as a TV location. 



#16' ARRANGEMENTS FOR TV USE 

. ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOJAL 

STUDENTS TO TV 2.6 • . 2.6 7.1' 3.8 (»6.$). 

SETS- TQ STUDENTS 37.7 ^2.6 " 42.9 42.7 ' 

ONE OR OTHER 23.4 • 34.2 42.9 31 2 • ' ' 

.SETS IN CLASSROOM 36.4 10.5 7.1 22! 3 

Some across-the-board inconsistency occurs in response to- this 
item. On the one hand, 38.556 of the principals report that sets are 
in the classrooms, on the other, only 22. 3% report that the classroom 
sets are used.^ More then 40J of the principals figure that the most 
likely arrangement for viewing is that sets are brought to the 
classroom. When comparing this .item, it is clear that slightly 
different perceptions exist across groups. This may indicate that 
/ the latter two groups aren ' t. really aware of how teachers use ITV T 
At the junior high/middle school level this difference in perception 
seems even- more marked and will be further discussed in related 
sections of this report. 
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#17 HOW OFTEN ARE SETS IN GOOD REPAIR? 



ELEM JR/MIDDLE . . SR HIGH TOT%L 

ALWAYS 34.2 30.8 • ' 26.2 31.2 (»5.3) 

MOST OF<THE TIME .57.$' 61.5 " 66.. 7 ,61.1 

- SOME OF THE <TIME 5.3 2.6 ' 4.8 . 4 5 

^ SELDOM — 2.6 ■ 5.1gg 2.4 3^2 

"Over 90J of the principals consider that their school's TV sets 

ERJC , *■ 



are kept ..in good repair roost of- the time or always. Media 
spe6ialists and teachers in ■ this -survey would concur. ^It would seem, 
*,.th«refore , that set repair is not a major problem. That is not to 
suggest thai set condition won't become a problem, as equipment gets 
older^aird j6e*pl acement equipment gets harder to 'purchase, nor e does it 
sja€aki tfc the conditio!? of related equipment such as video, recorders, 
*h-ich\are essential Tor broader ITV use." TV "set condition and repair 
.s defmitely something .which must be addressed regularly and must be 
consider e<^rr~2:oYM* -range contingency planning. .' ' . 



#"18 USE OF LOCAL OR STATE VIDEOTAPE LIBRARY 



YES 



ELEfP 
31-8 



■JR/MIDDUE 
42 . 1 



SR. HIGH 
66.7 




(*4.3)' 



"Principals abpear.'to i>e "aware, of the use of district, regional 
or 'state videotape libraries. Atf^least their estimates of '^rse<are 
consistent -with media specialists* estimates. 



jM9 REPAIR POLICY 

REPAIRED IN BLDG 
CENTRAL REP. SHOP 
HIRE REPAIRMAN ' 
NO POLICY - 
OTHER 



EL EM 
3.9 
60.5 
30.3 
0.-0 

5-3 



JB/MIDDLE 
5.1 
64 . 1 
28.2 

"2.6" . 
0.0« 




(*5.6*) 



. Again, 'at' the junior high/middle school level there^is a 
disagreemeot, albeit modest, between the^pr incipals 1 perceptions of 
repair policy and, the media special ists 1 ' percept ions . More than 70% 
of the' media speoialists report they s'erid equipment v to a centra'l 
repair shop Qf th^K district*. That 'figure compares with 64% for 
principalis. More principals think a lt>cal repair person in used. 

-»,. • • . /• ' 



#20 TV RELATED SERVICES 

• i 

.• * 

EARPHONES . -• 

EASY (DIAL) ACCESS, 

TV STUDIO 

TAPE LIB/SCHOOL 
'WE LIB/DISTRICT . 
^TJIER 

AC' v". * 



ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


, SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




29.4 • 


26.7 : 


• 34.2 " 


30.3 


(*4.2) 


39.2 




21.2 


36.1 


(*.4.4) 






28. '9 


18.5 


(*3.6) 


19.fr • 


56.7 


57 . 9 


41.2 


' («4.5) 


62,7. 


• 60.0 


78.9 


67-2 


(»4.3) 


3.9 


6.7 * 


5.3 


5.0- 


(•2.0) 



yes 




/ 
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Principal*, for the most .part , are'"' either better informed or 
have higher* and unjustified expectations regarding the* availability 
of videotape collections, than either media specialists or teachers. 
This is especially true when comparing principals ana; teachers with 
regard to the district, videotape library. For Example, more -than 
three tinfes as many principals report one exists. The possible lack 
of, 'awareness on the part of the teachers suggests the likelihood that 
resources su%h as the videotape library and 'the TV studio ' are being 
under-utilized . 

• Another .example, at least at the elementary level, involves the 
television studio. -Teachers (6.6%), principals (7.8%) and media 
specialists8\&14 .9%) have substantially different ^impressions as to 
the availability of a TV studio. There is the possibility that these 
differences are the result -of . different interpretations of the term 
.'•studio." Even if so, media specialists are more likely to consider 
that television pr-ograms can be'produced with the 'school ! s equipment. 



#21 USE OF VIDEOTAPE RECORDERS 



.-USE 



ELEM JR/MIDDLEs 
36 . 4 .71.8 • 



*SR HIGH 
80^0 



TOTAL 
56. 4 



(»4.0) 



#19 IS SOMEONE AVAILABLE TO VIDEOTAPE? 



PERSON AVAILABLE 



ELEM 
39.6 



J-R/MIDDLE 
82.4. 



SR HIGH 
78.4 



.TOTAL 
62.9 (*4.4) 



Principals 'agree with media specialists about' the degree to 
which ITV lessons are' recorded '.of f-air and, played back. Again, it is 
interesting to note the, rathef, modest use of videotaped programming 
-at the -elementary school* level . Upper "level schools report about 
twic>vas myph use. ** 



#23'.A&E PROGRAMS. PRODUCED IN -THE SCHOOL?* 



PROGRAMS PRODUCED 

TO WHAT END: ' 
INSTRUCTIONAL USE 
ADMINISTRATIVE USE 
IN-SERVICE 
STUJ)£NT EXPERIENCE 
TEACHER FEEDBACK 
STUDENT FEEDBACK 
OTHER . 



BLEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


44.0 


57.9 ' ' 


61.5 


S7.6 


1 82.6 


80.0 


18.2 


8.7 


8.0 


18.2 


52.2. 


'28.0 


72.7 


78.3 


72.0 ' 


27.3 


43.5 


40.0 


72.2 • 


78.3 


'96.0 


9.1 


0.0 


8.0 




*'"70 





.TOTAL 
52..0 



7-1.6* 
12.3" 
30.9 
74. 1 
35.8 
$1 .5 
6.2 



(*4. 1) 



(*5.Qv) . 
(»5.-7) ' 
(*5.2) 

( 9 )/^s 

*£5.4) . 

(*4.3) 
(*2.^ 
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It is possible that more original programming 'is occurring in 
junior and 'senior high ^schools . than the principals, are aware of. 
Fewer principals (57.9% and 61.51&) at these levels report programming^ 
than media specialists (70. 5% and 80.0%), §ince media ^speciali.st;j 
are more likely to be directly involved in such programming, and, as 
a result, be more accurate in 4 their: assessments of v this activity, 
their impressions % * • can be more heavily relied upon than the 
pr incipals 1 . ^ 

However, with one no.table exceptioo, perceptioris - of the- nature 
of these programs are Very'consistentSpfetween media specialists and 
principals. The one -exception occurs at the junior high/middle 
school, level. Here, rtore than Jaalf of the principals feel that 
original programmirtg is being produced for in-service training 
purposes. The media specialists do. jjot agree. Only 16.1% of junior 
high/fl&ddle school media specialists see ' in-sft>vice as an actual use 
of locally produced video. Dne wonders if this is a unique example 1 
of differing perceptions regarding in-service training ^or does . it 
represent a pattern? 'Data / in this study are, not sufficient to 
provide an answer" to this question. 



SUPPORT QF ITV 



#24 PRINCIPAL'S ATTITUDES TOWARDS ITV US$ 



STRONGL 



lOLy 



ENCOURAGE 



ELEM 
11.1 



ENC. BUT LEAVE- TO ■ 
.TEACHER DISCRETION v 69.1 

NEITHER ENC. ..NOR 
DISCOURAGE 19.8 



.JR/MIDDLE 
10.3 

' 76.9 

y 

12.*8 



f 

4 

SR HIGH 
•11. H 



65.9 
22.7 



-TOTAL" 
11 .0 



70. 1 
18*9 



(**».2) 



DISC. BUT LEAVE TO 
TEACHER- DISCRETION 0.0 

STRONGLY DIS&T 0.0 



It 



0.0 



0.0 

"o.o 



0.0 
0.0 



< Generally speaking, principals see themselves as encouraging the.' 

use of ITV but leaving, that use to the discretion of the 

individual teachers.- The 'neutral attitude of about, one i'ri five 
principals does call into question, however, the potential effect of_ 
advocacy. When combined with the question of how' "encourage but ' 
leave to the 'discretion of the teacher" should be interpreted . there 
is room to speculate that strong or regular encouragement to use ITV 
, is not -the rtfcrm cfF* principals' J behavior .' Not that it shduld 
' necessarily be, btit such advocacsy certainly could 'be hypothesized to 
CDir^ect ITV use. ' , ' 1 . 1 ' ■ . 



{ 

i 
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Teachers see principals » attitudes regarding IT.V as much, more, 
negative,, especially at the high school level. AJfnost two-thirds of 
the teachers say that the principal is neutral (61.1%) or inclined 
toward, discouraging usfe (3.3%). this is a potentially signifi<^nt 
difference of opinion. 



#1>5 DISTRICT ATTITUDE TOWARD ITV USE 

j ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

STRONGLY ENCOURAGE 11.1 10.3 8 .'9 . ia. 3 (*4..3) 



ENt. BUT LEAVE- TO 

TEACHER DISCRETION 63-0 74.4 . 71.1 67.9 



NEITHER ENC. NOR »• * 

DISCOURAGE 1 25.9' 15.4 - 20.0 2*1.8 ' 



DISC. BUT LEAVE TO 

TEACHER DISCRETION 0.0 0.0 0.0 0'.0* 

STRONGLY DISC. 010 0.0 " 0.0 0.0 



District attitude's toward ITV are perceived by principals t\ \Jbe 
very similar to their own attitudes. • 



- A 

5 (*9\€ 



• #26 ITV COORDINATOR ■ 

v 

ELEM JR/MIDDLEt'' SR HIGH TOTAL 

FULL TIME ' 33-3 35.0 1,2 .8 ■ 29.5 (*9\Q)' 

. • . PART TIME 13.6 , 12.5 22.2 15.7*.. 

INFORMAL 32.1- 30. 0# ' 28.9 30.7. 

NONE 21.0 22.5 31.1 -24.1 

. PERSON .SPECIALLY . 

TRAINED^ .78\3 80.6 . .83-9 80.3 (*3.,6) 

• IT V. Cflfl RD. CONSULTS 

' WIwBrEACHERS 89.7 100.0 89.7 92.'4 (2.5) 

Principals, in'general agreement with teachers, say there is an 
, KTV coordinator in their .school . Only 2*1.1$ report otherwise. The 
media* specialists, on the other hand, are not nearly as- t likely to 
recognize a school ITV <*6&rdinator t About 68$ ^a^there is no such 
person* What accounts * for" the difference pp> opinion? In*« all 
Ukeliho'od it. may relate raore^ directly to' the .way jnedia specialists 
'perceive their own roies; they may % 6e less likely tp associate 
themselves * with the ' ITV' coordinator function than teachers and 
principals are to ascribe it' to them. ^ 0 




72 * 

* 

Where there is an ITV coordinator the principals^ obviously 
consider him/her well trained. They .also see these coordinators as 
b^Lng readily available, for consultation with teachers.- 



027 CONTACT WITH OUTSIDE 


ITV 


PERSONNEL % 








CON^CTED 


EL EM 




JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


• TOTAL 




27.8 




21. 3 


' 23.9 


25 .-9 


(*3.5^ 


IF YES- 














STAFF- VISITED SCHO^- 












* DISTRICT 
STATE 


58.8 


/ 


12.9 > 


66 .7 


57 .6 


• (*8.3) 


13-3 


50 . 0 


50.0 


2o . 0 


\*3 . d) 


PROVIDE IN-SERVICE 














• • - DISTRICT 


35.3 




11.3 


14.1 


33-3 


(*8.3) 


STATE 


33.3 




25.0 


50.0 


36.0 


(*9.8) 


PROVIDED MATERIALS 














DISTRICT 


70.5 




71.1 


55.6 


66.7 


(*8.3) 


STATE, 


73.3 




75.0 


50.0 


• 68.0 


(*9.5) 


PHONE CONTACT 














n DISTRICT 
^ STATE 


29.4' 




57.1 


- 55.. 6 


• 'l2.1 


(»8.7) 


13.3 




• 25.0 


0.0 


12.0 


(*6.6) 


SERVED- ON COMM. 














DISTRICT 


11 -8 




11. 3' 


0.0. 


9.1 


(*5.1> 


STATE 


6.7 




0.0 


0.0 


1.0 


(*1,0). 


OTHER • 


5V$ 












, ' DISTRICT 




0.0 


*0.0 


3,0* 


(*3.0) 


STATE 


6.7 




0.0 


0.0 


1.0 


O^.'O) 



/ 



one in four principals - had. any 



. contact dur in, 

either district or state' ITV personnel. Distric 



Only aboip 
1980-1931 

contact amoujJR to 17 elementary, 7 junior/middle school and 9 senior 
high school principals, or a -total <3f 33 principals. State contact 
from ra^. ITV division is slightly/ less: 15 elementary, 4 
junior/mWaie and 6 high' schoG^. principals, or 25 principals in 
total. Consequently, -the percentages reported in the table with 
regard to the nature of fc that contact, represent small absolute 
frequencies. Ninetgen* Jfrpr incipals t for. example, Reported' that 
di^trilt ITV personnel Wisited* their school's while, only a$ven 
principals hac%a school visit from the statue ITV staff. 



The fost likely contact with the schools was in the form of 
newsletters, guides, or other publicity. The low numbers here are 
* probably not reflective of reality since many people might not 
readily perceive that as "contact." Certainly the number of educators 
who responded to items about'the guides and scheaule books reflects 
tbis .contradiction. * * 

Nevertheless, contact between the district' and state ITV 
personnel dug&ng 1980-1981 does not appear to have been regular. 
0 nput from principals through mechanisms such as advisory committees 



* 



1 



73 



also does 



not appear to be widespread, in fact only four principals 
said they served on such committees. .t 



#28 TEACHER GUIDE DISTRIBUTION 



GIVEN TO ALL 
GIVEN ON REQUEST 
NOT PROVIDED 
COPIES IN SCHOOL 
DON'T KNOW 
MORE THAN ONE WAY 



EL EM 


J R/MIDDLE « ' 


S\ HIGH 


TOTAL 


41.8 


20.5 


10.9. 


28.0 ( * 1 0 .9) 


25.3 


12.8 


30. 4 


23.8 


1.3 


5.1 


6.5 


3.7 


29.1 


53.8 


n.8 


40/2 


0.0 


5.1 


4.3 


2.4 


2.5 


2.6 


- 0.0 





Principals^ are more likely to think that guides are distributed 
to all teachers than medi'a specialists are. In most cases, media 
specialists distribute the guides, and they -report 'guides are 
typically given on request. It appears, then, that in many cases 
when principals think all teachers are getting guides this is not, in 
teet, the case* This is more* apt to happen in elementary schools 
because at that. level a higher percentage of teachers are typically 
expected to receive guides. t At * junior and senior leveis keeping 
multiple copies and/or giving copies to teachers -on request seems to 
be the normal pattern. 



p 929 ITV SCHEDULE §£0K DISTRIBUTION 



GIVEN TO ALL 
GIVEN ON REQUEST 
NOT PROVIDED 
COPIES irLSCHOOL 
DON'T KNOW 
MORE THAN ONE WAY 



ELEM 


... R/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


53.7' 


25.6 


15.6 


36.6 


12.5 


17.9 


26.7 


17.7 


2.5 


2.6 


\ 4.4 


3.0 


28 '.7 


48.7 


44.4 


37.8 


-1.3 


5.1 


8.9 


4.3 


1.3 


> o:q 


' 0.0 


$ 0.6 



(•11.2) 



Schedule books are distributed about the same guides are 

according to the principals. The only difference aayTe a slightly 
greater ten'dency to provide* personal copies to all teachers 
regardless of whether they request* them or not. 
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# #30 HOW OFTEN DOES PRINCIPAL OFFEft SUGGESTIONS? 

ELEM . JR/MIDDLE * SR HIGH TOTAL 

OFTEN 8.8 2,5 7.0 6.7 (*5.**> 

SOMETIMES 51-2' 55.0 53-5 „ 52,8 

1 RARELY 37.5 . 32.5 ' 34.9 35.6 

NEVER 2.5 10.0 4.7 4.9 



About one-half of the principals surveyed say that they 
sometimes suggest programs to ^yatch, or ways to use ITV, to thejLr 
teachers. Suggestions are made either formally or informally. OnYy 
a few (6.7%) see themselves vpaking suggestions frequently. At the. 
other end of the "scale, 4.9% report never doing so. The most 
interesting group, from the ITV service development viewpoint, is the' 
remaining group, the > 35 . 6% who consider that they do make 
♦suggestions, but only rarely, ?hat suggests that about three 
every eight principals seldom make recommendations to teachers aboul 
ITV and yet, it seems an important component of " encouraging use. 1 
81% of the principals say- that they do, in fact, encourage use. 



#31 WHO INFORMS TEACHERS ABOUT ITV? 



£LEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




15.2 


18.4 


17.4 


16.6 


(*2.9) 


17.7 


15.8 " 


2T.7 


18.4 


(*3.0) 


. 3.8 


13.2 


. 19-6 


10.4 


(*2.4) 


32.9 ' 


21.1 


34.8 


30.7 


(*3-6) 


69.6 


86.8 • 


71 .7 


74 .2 


(*3.4) 


21.1 


23-7 


23-9 


23.9 


(*3.4) 


7.6 


7.9 


4.3 


' 6.7 


(*2.0L 



Di^RICT ITV COORD 
ITVf-STATE 

L0.6AL fV STATION 
PRINCIPAL 
MEDIA SPECIALIST 
ANOTHER TEACHER 
NO PNE ^ 

Principals concur with media specialists' assessment; the media 
•specialist i& the one who is most apt ts> inform teachers about ITV 
programs -or series which might be particularly useful. Teachers, it 
may tJ-e recalled, tend to attribute their ^ITV information to other 



teachers . 
fconsidered , 
attribute 
seem to be 
.usefulness 



information . 



The differences . are not great, but they shQuld be 
. Subtle differences , in question phraseology might 
the different assessments. The media specialists would 
an ideal position to convey information about the 
ITV, Media specialists report that they do convey this 
Principals* seem to expect— this from media specialists 



to 
in 
of 



as part -»qf ^the^r role, 
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#32 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS ITV 



75 





C Li CI 1 




CD UTPU 

bn H1<jH 


TOTAL- 








r A vUK 


54 . 1 


60.0 


53.8 


55.9 


NEUTRAF 


45*. 9 


37.1 


46.2 


43.2 


AGAINST 


0.0 


2.9 


0.0 ■ 


0.9 


TEACHERS 








FAVOR 1, 


74 ;o 


57.9 


37.2 


60. 1 


NEUTRAL 


26.0 


• 39.5 


62.8 


39.2 


AGAINST 


0/0 


2.6 


0.0- 


0.6 


MEDIA SPECIALIST 










FAVOR 


86.3 


78.9 


71 .4 


80.4 


NEUTRAL 


13.7 


21.1 


28.6 


* 19.6 


AGAINST 


0.0 


0.0 ' 


0.0 


0.0 


OTHER SPECIALISTS 








FAVOR 
r n v vii 


1X7 1 




r> o c 

38 . 5 


44.0 


NbU I HAL 


5o . 9 


42 . 9 


61 .5 


54.4 


A C A T MOT 

AOAI NaT 


0.0 


5.7 


0.0 


1 .6 


PA RFMT<s 










FAVOR 


37. 1» 


30.3 


26.8 


32. -6 


NEUTRAL 


62.9 


66.7 


73.2 . 


•66.7 


AGAINST 


0.0 


3.0 


0.0 


0.7 


STUDENTS 










FAVOR 


66.2 


57.1 1 


45.5 


58.0 


NEUTRAL 


33.8 


42.9 


54.5 


42.0 


AGAINST 


0.0 


0:0 . 


0.0 


0.0 


teacher Organization 








FAVOR 


39.3 


31 .3 


31.7 


35.1 


NEUTRAL 


60.7 


68.8 


68.3 


64.9 


AGAINST 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 



(*4.9) 



(»4.0) 



(*4.7) 



(*9.0) 



(»4.1) 



In the principals' view the educators, parent^ and students 
associated with, their schools have a faVorable, or at the least 
neutral, attitude toward ITV use. Fewer high school principals seem 
to consider the various groaps cited a-s favoring ITV then do their 
elemfen-tary and junior/middle school counterparts. 



#33 INAPPROPRIATE USE OF ITV 



. 'ELEM JR/MIDDLE BK HIGH 

USED ITV TOO MUCH 19.5 V • 12.8 0.0 
INAPPROPRIATE. USE 22.4 10.3 2.3 



TOTAL 

12.4 (»3.2) 
'13-8 (*3.8) 



9 

ERIC 



About one in five elementary principals surveyed reported having 
a teacher in their school wjio used ITV too frequently. Approximately 
the, same percentage of principals reported th'ey know a teacher at 
their school who selected programs inappropriately. 
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#34 MAXIMUM APPROPRIATE AMOUNT OF ITV PER WEEK 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL " s 


FIFTEEN MIN." 


o*.o 


2.6 


0,0 


0.6 (*1H 


THIRTY MIN . 


7.7 • 


10.3 


15.2 


10.4 


ONE HOUR 


32. 1 


- 41 .0 


28.3 


33.1"' 


'ONE & ONE 41ALF HR. 


26.9 


7.7 


6.5 


1 6'. 6 


TWO TO FOUR HRS . 


10.3 


5.1 




8.0 n 


FIVE OR MORE HRS. 


1.3 


0.0 '> 


0.0 


0.6 


NO SET LIMIT 


21.8 


33.3 


43.5 


30.7 



\ 



If principals set a limit on ITV i>se, and ^almost 10% did, they 
tend to think one hour, is an appropriate amod|t of viewing time per 
week. Among high school' principals , however inhere appears to be a 
feeling^that limits" shouldn't be set; 'J ^.5* of the high school 
principals . report that there should be no set limit for the 
* * appropriate amount of ITV per week. ~ . 



#35 YOUR PREPARATION .FOR THE USE OF ITV 





ELEM . 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 






HAD ITV TRAINING 


31.6 


13.2 


13.0 " 


22;1 


(*3 


.3) 


IF YES- •> 














COLLEGE COURSE 


28.0 


20.6 


33.3 


27.8 


0*7 


.6) 


-DISTRICT IN-SERVICE 


40.0 


40.0 


33.3 


38.9 


(*-8 


.1) 


TV IN-SERVICE 


12.0 


0.0 


33.3 


13.9 


(*5 


.8) 


WKSHOP'-TV STATION 


. 8.0 


20.0 


16.7 ■ 


11.1- 


(*5 


.3) 


WKSHPP-STATE ITV 


8'.0 


20.0' 


16.7 


il. r 


(*5 


.3) . 


.WKSHOP-PROF MEETING 


44.0 


80.0 


' 16.7 - 


44.4 


(*8 


.4) 



A relatively smal]^ percentage of the principals (22.1%) surveyed 
said they had had training in the use of ITV. Of those^ most (69. H) 
J were at the elementary level. The most typical kind of training is 
either worl^J^ps at professional meetings (44. 4t) or district* level 
in-service training (38. 9J); these account for about three-f if ths * of, 
all training experiences reported. 



#36jJlEC,ENT TRAINING 



thJ 



WITHIN THREE YEARS 



ELEM 
12.5 



JR/MIDDLE 
23.5, 



SR HIGH 
4.0 



TOTAL 
12.2' (*3.5) 



Few principals (12. 2%) have ha"ff a training "experience within, the? 
la'st three years. , , 
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REACTIONS TO USE OF ITV 



#37 PERpEPTIONS OF ITV 

A? Teachers in my school 
than .they have in the 

ELEM 

AG.REE ' 23.3 
NEITHER 39.7 
DISAGREE 30.1 
MA i' "6.8 



I 

are usir^g more 
past 3 years. 
JR/MIDDLE 
, 50.0"—^ 
28.9 
15.8 
5.3 



ITV now 

SR HIGH 
37.8 
26.7 

31.1 
4.4 > 



TOTAL 
34.0 
33.3 
26.9 
5.8 



(*7.4) 



B. ITV causes many scheduling and administrative problems 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



ELEM 

3^.3 
i7.3 
2.7 



JR/MIDDLE 

5.3 
21 .A 
65.8 
^15.8 



SR HIGH 
6.7 
22.2 
66.7 
4.4 



TOTAL 
6.3 
27.2 
. 62.0 
* 4.4 



(*5.3) 



•* 




m * 






C. ITV is a useful 


teaching 


tOQl . 








ELEM* 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH', 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


93.5' , 


94.7 . 


90.9 


93.. 1 


NEITHER 


5.2 


5.3. 


. , 9.1 


6.3 • 


DISAGREE 


'1.3 


0.0 


. 0.0 


0.6 




0.0 > 


0.0 

■v 


; 0.0 . 


• 0.0 


« 

D. Teachers don't 


make eno"u*h use of 1tTV. 




* 


ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


42.5 


* 54.3 . 


54.5 


48.7; 


NEITHER 


47.9 


25.7 


45.5 


42. 1 


DISAGREE 


8.2 


. 17/1 


0.0 


7.9 


NA 


1.4 


.2.9 


0.0 


1.3 



(*2.3) 



(*5.6) 
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, E. If teachers in my* school used ITV too much « 
there would.be comments. 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


AGREE 


31,0 


18 


.8 


35 


.0 


37 


.0 


NEITHER 


35.2 


23 


•3 a 


♦ 37 


.5 


32 


.5 


DISAGREE 


19.7 


11 


.0 


20 


.0 


18 


.2 


NA 


11.1 


11 


.0' 


7 


•5, 


12 


.3 



F. * Some parents express concerns about the afhount of ITV 



watched in the 


classroom 




SR' HIGH 






ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE - 


TOTAL 


AGREE i 


6.8 


13.2" 


1.5 


7.7 


NEITHER 


17.6 - 


10.5 


25.0 


17,9 


DISAGREE ' 


68*9 


57.9 k 


6*1 .1 


61.1 


> NA 


6.8 


18.1 * 


-*9.1 


10.3 



(*5.9) 



Our emphasis on basic education goals makes ITV a frill. 

ELEM '"\ JR/MID^E SR HIGH TOTAL 

AGHE.E 2.7 ^ "0.0 9.1 3-8 (*1.6) 

NEITHER o 20.0 5.3 ' 25.0 17.8 

DISAGREE 71.7 84.2 • 63.6 73-9- 

NA 2.7 10.5 2.3 1.5 



H. I have inquired about ITV opinions of parents in a 
ne^js assessment survey. 

' .U ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH' .TOTAL 

AGREE 1.4 * 0.0 0.0 0.7 

"NEITHER 9.9 10.8 11.6 10.6 

'DISAGREE '36.6 54 . f 53-5 48.7 

NA 52.1 ■ 35.1 34.9 43.0 



(*5.6 



I.- One of the first things to go in a" tight budgetary 



environment is ITV, 

• _J£LEM . JR/MIDDLE 
AGREE \19.2 * 11.1 
NEITHER 137.0 41.7 
DISAGREE, 37.0" 38.9 
NA 6.8 8.3 



SR HIGH 
36.4 
36. <4 ' 
18.2 
9.1 



TOTAL 
22.2 

37.9 
• 32.0 
7.8 



(*7.2) 



r 



J. It has become easier ov J er the past 3 years to, justify 

funds for supporting ITV. * ' 

f ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH . TOTAL 

' 'AGREE 9.5 , ' .19.4 6.8 11,0 (*6.8) 

NEITHER \ 48.6 ' 44.il 61.4 51.3 

* - DISAGREE 32.4 16.7 20.5 • 25.3 

NA 9.5 19.4 11.4 12.3 



#38' USES OF ITV, 



A. *to extend the range of experiences available to students 



\ ELEM JR/MIDDLE * SR HIGH TOTAL 

IMPORTANT V 95.7 - .97.3 93.2 96.8 

NEITHER 1.3 2.7 6-. 8 3.2 

UNIMPORTANT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

NA • 0.0 0..0 0.0 0.0 



(*1.4) 



B. 



to present nevr 


mate'rials 


* 

*% 


v 






ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGff. 


TOTAL 


IMPORTANT 


• 72.4 


73.. 0 * 


74.4 


"73-1 


NEITHER 


23.7 


27.0 


14.0 


- 21 .8 


UNIMPORTANT 


' 1.3 


0.0 


111.6 


3.8 


NA 


2.6 • 


0.0 


. 0.0 


1.3 



(»4.9) 



C. 



to^ provide 


different 


approaches for 


presenting 


material 




ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


IMPORTANT 


92.0 


91.9 


88. 6- 


, 91 .0 


NEITHER ' 


. 6.7 


8.1 ' 


11.4 


8.3 
0.6 


UNlMPOffTANl 


^ 1.3 


0.0 


0.0 


NA • 1 


P 0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


• 0.0 



\ 



(*2.5) 



D. to reinforce ma'terial taught* in other lessons 



/• IMPORTANT 

NEITHER 

UNIMPORTANT 
* NA 



ELEM 
86.8' 
10.5 
2.6 
0.0 



JR/MIDDLE 
•88.9 
11.1 
0.0 
0.0* 



SR HIGH 
81.4 
1>6.3 

■ 2,3 
0.0 



TOTAL 
85.8 
12.3 
1.9 
0.0 



(*3.4) 



8\ 



E. to bring new resources aatfTor persons into the classroom 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH .TOTAL 

IMPORTANT 9^.7 91.9 90.7 92.5 (*2.9* 

NEITHER 4.0 5 . 4 <> 9-3 5.8 

UNIMPORTANT 1.3 0.0 • 0.0 0.6 

NA 0.0 2.7 ' 9.0 0.6 



F. to'motivate students interest" in a, subject 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER " 
* UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



ELEM 
8-9.2 



0,6 



JR/MIDDLE 
94.6 
5.4 
0.0 
0.0 



sr higTh 

78.6 
14.3 
4.8 
2.4 



TOTAL 
87.6 
9'.2 
2.6- 
0.7 



(*3.9> 



G. ^|o lighten the teaching load 



IMPORTANT 
NEITHER , 
UNIMPORTANT 
NA 



r 



ELEM 
5.5 
27 ..4 
54.8 
12.3 



JR/MIDDLE 
2.7 
29.7 . 
51 .4 
16.2 



SR HIGH 
4.8 
42.9' 
47.6 

4. a 



TOTAL 
4.6 
32.2 
52.0 
1 1 .2 



C*5.9) 



H. to allow -teacher to observe students 





■ ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


IMPORTANT 


15.3 


18.9 


26.2 • 


19.2 


NEITHER 


33.3 


35.1 


42.9 . 


3M 
35V8I 


UNIMPORTANT 


" 41.7 


35.1 


. 26.2 


NA 


9.7 


10.8 


4.8 


7.6 



(*7.2) 



I. to allow teacher and/or students a brief time to relax 

ELEM ( JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH TOTAL 

■ IMPORTANT 2.7 \ 8.3 7.0 5.2 (»5:8) 

. • NEITHER 13.3 - 16.7 1.4.0 14.3 

UNIMPORTANT - .69-3 55-6 62.8 64.3 

NA - .- 14.7 • 19.4 16.3 16. 3 ' 



ERIC 



8J 



X 



J. to permit individualization of instruction 

ELEM ' JR/MIDDLE SR HIGH 

. IMPORTANT 47.2 57. 1 57. 1 

NEITHER 26.4 -34.3' 28.6 

UNIMPORTANT 16.7 2.9 .9.5 , 

NA 9.7 - 5.7 4,8 



TOTAL ' 
52.-3 
28?9 
11 .4- 
7.4 



(*7-.6) 



\ 



K. 



) 



M. 



to present subject matter where there is not a special 
teacher (e.g. foreign 'language) 

TOTAL 
53.2 
12.3 
9.7 
24 .7 





ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE' 


SR HIGH 


IMPORTANT 


58.7 


30.6 


62.8 


NEITHER 


8.0 


22.2 


11.6 


UNIMPORTANT 


9.3 


17.9 


Tr.O 


NA 


24.0 


- 33.3 


18.6 






0. 




to serve as a 


suitable 


teaching alternative in 


emergency situations. 








ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


IMPORTANT 


19.4 


11.1 


' -38". 1 


NEITHER " 


19.4 


30.6 


* 21 .4 


UNIMPORTANT 


41.7' 


36. 1 


19.0 


NA ' 


19.4 


21 .4 


20.7. 


\ 

to cover essential learning skills 






ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


'IMPORTANT 


*49.3 


63.9 


55.8 


N-EITHER 


-26:7 


27.8 


32.6 


UNIMPORTANT ' 


14.7 


2,8 


11.6 


NA 


9.3 


• 5.6 


0.0 




(*8.7) 



(*7.2) 



Principals and media specialists are in agreement on the uses of 
ITV they consider important. These arVe, primarily, that ITV broadens 
the range of student experience, brings new resouroes and people to 
the classroom, and does so with a variety of presentation' methods . 
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• DIFFICULTY IN MAINTAINING ITV BUDGET 



MUCH HARDER 

HARDER 
' NO DIFFERENCE 

EASIER*" 
#MU^H. EASIER 



ELEM 


• JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 




8.8 


* 17-1 


18.3 


22. H 


"-32.M 


41.5 ' 


3o<:>.3 




j. . 58.8 


, 39.0 


<*7.2 


7*. 5 - 


o.o- 


• ' '0.0 


3.5 


.0.0* ■ 


0.0 


2-.T 


0.7 



IT 



T^ 



in comparison 



with other 



. v ^ *\ In general, the budget for 

^instructional materials appears "harder for. principals to maintain. 
This seejns ,to, be" particularly the case at ;the higl& school l.evel, 
where 58*6#> of the principals rate the ITV butfget much harder or 
harder .to maintain, than for other instructional materials. This 
pattern of response is , confirmed by item #37. - Although the tradget*is 
also 'diff icult". to keep at present* levels in jfrnior hrgh schools and* 
elementary /schools the Situation. slightly l£ss strained . compared 
to th'e high school getting'. r 



/ #40. TIME SPENT 0$i ITV ' 

* - * ELEM \ JR/MIDDLE 

, /k A FAIR AMOUNT 1 ll 2,6 

A, MOt^HATt AMOUNT 3.8 ^ 

| A LIT^p * v 29.1 ' 



SR HIGH -TOTAL 



NONE 



65.8' 



For all of their 'support of-the concept of ITV, most principals 



/(9«4.55&> -S>pefld very little time or no time at ali. thinking about ITV 
/• relate.d 'issues 1 . .This includes both meeting time and 'non-meeting 




time. 



■#4 




ITV 



VffRJ^U^ASPECTS ^ ^ 

A^ITV ' shows ' great .possibilities for stimulating tedcherV * 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR, HIGH -TOTAL 

* ilf.n ^ *.+ .6%.S, irV.fl 51 ."9' (*5.3) 

, ^8:9V •« . ' IH'.H « '39.4 -i ' 

' • f*. 3 ■ ... 8-9 • 8.1 \ 

- ■•••0.8» . \ £' 2 °^ 



J 1 



ea.tivity . 

AGREE 
NEITHER- • 
DISAGREE' 



4J.6 
9; V 
-#.,0.0 



v 



Teachers, When using instructional television , J lose # 
some of their importance 'in, . the. classroom setting. 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE, . SR HIGH TOTAL 

AGREE -2.6 « 0.0 H 2.5 

NEITHER 21.1 15.8 -25.0. 20.9' 

disagree; 75.0 78-.9 68.2. ^ 74.1 

<na*' 1.3 5.3" 2.3 2.^ 



(*4.2) 



The /personal relationship* "between student and teacher 
is lostwhen instructional television is used. 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



ELEM 


JR/MIDDLE 


SR HIGH 


TOTAL 


'2.6 d 




13.3 


5.0 


20. ; 8 1 


F .21.1 


' 24. 4 X 


21.9 


76.6 


78,-9 


60-0 


. 72.5 


0.0 


0.0 


2.2 


0.6 



(*4.59) 



The development of more new "Instructiona.1 television 

■programs is a waste of time. 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE SR. HIGH TOTAL 

AGREE • 1.3 0.0 ' 4.5 a '1.9 

NEITHER • 11.8. 8.1, 20.5 .'13.4 

DISAGREE '86 .'8 ' 9L,9' , 72.7 " 84.1 

NA. , 0 : 0 O'.Q 2.3 0.6- 



Wider uSe'of instructional*. television is needed. 



AGREE 
NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
NA 



ELEM 

4 r. o 

52.6 
6.4 
0.0 



JR/MIDDLE 
41 .7 
44.4 
13-9 
'0.0 



SR HIGH 
57.8- 
'35-. 6 
4.4 
- 2.2 



«%0TAL' ( 
45.9 
45.9, 
7.5 
0.6 



(*3.5) 




j:*5 



The use ofw-instructional television makes any subject 



matter -mere interesting 
4 -ELEM 

AGREE 38,2 
• NEITHER 

DISAGREE 



NA 



48.7 
13.2 
0.0 



'JR/MIDDLE 
" .47.4 
36.8 
" -\5.8 

" • 0.0 ' 



,SR HIGH 
. 28.9 
57.8^ 
11.1 
2.2- 



T0TAL 
V 37.7 
4*8.4 
,13.2 
CT.6 



(*5.5) 
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Instructional television should inspire students to 
greater curiosity and learning.. • ' 

ELEM -JR/MIDDLE ' 

AGREE ' 73.7 * 70.3 . 

NEITHER ; 26.3 79-7 

.DISAGREE 0.0 0.0' 

NA . ' 0..0* ' 0.0 



H. Instructional television is all right 
has been overemphasized . < 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE 

AGREE 5.3 2.7 

NEITHER , . 5O..0 x ' 40.5 

DISAGREE . 43.4' 56-^., 

- < NA - '1-3, •> ^Q 



SR HIGH ' 


TOTAL 




4 57.8 


68.4 


(*4 


35.6 ■ 


29.*? 




4.4 


1.3 


\ 


• 2.2 


- 0.6- 






A 




;„;» 


it 




SR HIGH 


TOTAL, 


/ 


6.7 


5.1 


"(*4 


46.7 


46.8 




44.4 '* 


46.8 




2.2. 


T.3 





Is 



Children watch enough,. teiev i-sion at home; they don't 
nee# to watch more in school. s. , 

ELEM JR/MIDDLE 
1.3' -2.8 



AGREE * 
. NEITHER 
DISAGREE 
JIA 



28.0 
69.3 
1.3" 



19.4 
77*8 
• 0.0 



_ SR HIGH 
> 6?7 
31.1 
v 60.0 
2.2 



TOTAL 
3.2 
.26.9 
68.6 

1.3 



(*4,5) 



V 



According 'to 68'.'4% ' of the ■ principals ITV inspires student 
curiosity^ Even " though J^e-wer -pr ineipala|, £4.5.9%) than media* 
specialists (57.0%) consi4er that itore us<T should be- ma'de of ITV 
thefce 'is still an obviously large pl?o*S > of people who. would^upport 



increased ITV . ef«f orts 



1f 

statisticst, on students 
#42 Economic level 



LOW INCOi 
LOW-MIDD'CE INC 
HIGH-MIDDLE IN 
HIGH INCOME 




ELE^M 
35.1 
59 

35. T 

5.1 



. JR/MIDDI/E 
• .33.3' 
-. 61 .5 
\ 38-. 5 . 
7.7 



SR Hi£h 
26. 1 
' 63-0 
'52.2 
13.0 



TOTAL 
32.3 
61 .0 
' 40.9 
' 7.9 



(*3.7) 
(*3.8)- 
(«3.9)' 
(»2.1) 



#43-44 NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING STUDENTS : " 

Approximately '8056 of the principal's r-ep^t having- 256 or fewer 
non-English k » 

speaking students in their schodl population . 9056 'rf port 5%. or fewer 
students from , houses where' tfce primary or dominant ljmguage is- other 
tha.a; English. ' _ On the average, there are about/four. Korean, one 
Spanish-speaking, 0 an-d. two Vietnaifese children in ea^h of the schools 
in the sample. * 

#45 HANDICAPPED STJJDENIS. . * \ 

•^Special, education schools weTe specifically kept from the- sample 
Since they > v 

represent unique learning .environments.. Therefore,, the percentages 
reported in response to this question are of »mainstr earned youngsters. 
The average percentage of handicapped students in each school is 
5.9S, with a mode of zero percent and a median of 4 /656 . 



1 



sample .was 



//46 ETHNIC BREAKDOWN ^- " ' 

* • * • 

-The average percentage of American Indians . in' the 
less- than * \ . 

one ( .32%) . Only 20% of the principals reported having any American 
Indians in -their school and or those' 8056 reported >% .o-f the' 
population was American Uridian. There were slightly -more Asian 
students r'eporte'd - in the . sample (1.3s .mean). Half of the schools 
were estimated to- have less than 0 . 7456 . Asians . Hispanic students, on 
thf _ average, account for about 0:7856. of tka student population in the ' 
Mfrools sampled. 'Half of - the, pr incipals rlpprt.ed having less, 'than 

.27% Hispanic students. Thirty* one percent "of the student, 
populations in the schools responding to tfris survey -are,' or? ' the 
average, black' and not' of Hispanic surname^ Half of the^schools' have 
less^ than 18.5% black , .students "-while only seven schools, or 4.6% 
reported having -0% black.. ..»'".• 



• The mean percentage of white students in the schools in this 

sample" is 65.6%,; the , media.n -is 74.5% and 'the mode is zero 

percent— there are eight pr ineipals s in <this sample who estimate that 
their f>opuliation i*s totally fton-whjite. 



SUPERINTENDENTS* 

INTRODUCTION • < * . * 

Because of the structure ©f Maryland's school districts, which 
correspond to coynties, it was possible to request information on ITV 
use, and support from -each district, polling the universe, so to 
speak. Tne result' was that .23 of the districts (95.8%) responded 
to the study. This included the 'largest districts* the smallest 
districts, the mos.t affluent ' districts , the least-affluent districts/ 
rural, urban and suburban, districts, and " districts from each of the' 
rather " distinctive regions of the state. In ottver words, the one 
missing pounty can be roughly accounted for by the valid returns 
received since it did not represent an extreme or unique set of 
conditions. w . ' ^ . 

In most -cases (56.5$), the superintendent himself responded, to 
the questionnaire. The regaining responses generally came from an 
individual^ the superintendent designated as being in charge of ITV 
seryices in the di*|jict. These included people such as assistant 
superintendents, teacher specialists, directors of elementary 
education, and instructional supervisors,. <£or the purposes of this 
study it wa? appropriate to have any of. the above mentioned respond 
'since, in all likelihood, they accurately reflect the attitudes 'and 
policies of the district. 4 

Given the fact that this set of data relates conditions in /the 
universe, it ^is not necessary to provide standard error estimates 
when reporting distributions. The .narrative which follows seeks 
Simply to outline the general approach and practices followed at the 
district level. Maryland is an eSctremely diverse r state with distinct 
regions. There are two mSJor metropolitan areas, ' including one of 
the nation's^ largest, .city centers-- Baltimore . The contrasts ar6 
dramatic and should be given close scrutiny in subsequent analysis of 
the data, where summary statistics alone night be misleading. In 
deference to , ttvese f&ctprs 9 the description, of district-level 
conditions .i^difffr^ent froitf teacher, media specialist, or" principal, 
data. A narrative approach is used and more .use is made of absolute 
frequencies % as opposed to relative frequencies (percentages); < 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ' { ^ 

* * A surprisingly large' number of superintendents (or their 
surrogates); (15, or 65.2*.) have had specific training in ITV. Most 
have been either trained at professional meetings (12) or state 
sponsored ITV workshops ^11), although on*y -five have had recent 
training. 

J « • *• • 87 



BUDGETARY SUPPORT * . j 

* . \ . • , - * ' V • 

During the last three years fiscal support for I TV has varie'd 
across <i^stricts. five districts report an increase in support, 
thirteen r^p^ort support has remapped the same, while four districts 
report a dscreajse in support, ,One .respondent didn't know. In 
projecting the next three years' support the. picture is not as clear. 
Nine district-levei respondents don't know and oneflid not respond. 
Onlyvone felt ♦ that ' support wourd increase. The majority* (11) predict 
that support will remain constant. 

Superintendents were asked to describe the budgetary environment 
for ITV in relation to several parameters. In that regard, no one 
felt that * it will be easier to* get federal or, state funij.ng for FFV. 
than for other educational projects or programs. Nine respondents, 
in fact, felt it was more difficult. 

In the present Tiscal 'climate , it appears that i^ is tougher to 
justify funds' for supporting ITV. This is true according to ten 
districts.' That is. not to say that ITV is the fii\st to go, however. 
Only five district-level persons , agree that ITV is vulnerable 
compared to ten with neutral views and eight who disagree. 

When compared with other instructional materials, ITV . ,is 
reported to be *much harder to justify by eleven respondents. Another 
eleven \f*eel there, is no difference between justifying, ITV and other 
instructional .material funding. 

MoVt distr iat-ievel respondents (15) do not see ITV as a way to 
save instructional costs when teachers are not ?vailable. Thirteen 
respondents disagree with the comment that maintaining "equipment and 
managing ITV tends to use up more than it^. share of the. budget. As a 
matter of fact, onL^ on6- person agreed with this assessment. 



Funds for ITV support tend to come from one of the following 
sources: federal government! state government, district budget, and 
school* budget. The. superintendents were asked to rate . the percentage 
of funds coming from each source. The principal source, considering 
the state' as' a whole, is the* schools. Their budgets provide 30.J 
percent of the necessary funds, The next highest contributor is the 
'federal government* (23. 9%), followed closely- by £he district (19/7) 
.and the state (19. MS). Other miscellaneous source? account for* the 

remaining 6,8$ of the, available funds. 

- - % 




Total operating, .^expenditures for ITV .per^ cojinty averaged 
$53,000. Th&s ^average expenditure is"* strongly-influenced by the, 
proportionately higher budget. of a few counties. For instance, thl 
upper limit- the highest quoted \e*fcpenditi/re per dounty- is $300,000, 
but the mode (3) is zero. Seven /counties (3*6.8?) report * spending 
$5,000 or less on total operating expenditures for f ITV including 
salaries, contractual arrangements and materials .and equipment. With 
a median figure of *$24,000, 'however*, it seems tjiat, statewide , ^here 
is, -substantial district-level support for ITV. 



AVAILABILITY OF I TV - 

- All districts report having t either broadcast or videotaped 
programming available. Nineteen counties ^report broadcasts from 
public, non-commercial television and eighteen cite videotape as the 
rtdin description of the, ways TV is used in the district. 

The percentage of teachers using ITV is estimated at anywhere 
from 0% to 80J. The mean is estimated jjfy superintendents to be 

Twelve Maryland school districts, according" to their 
superintendents, "prqduce their own "ITV programs. That can be 
interpret^* as Jfe1?lTg^nything from programs done in the district ITV 
studio, if on4 exists, to classroom productions done at the smallest 
elementary school. One elementary school not in the safliple, for 
example,* is, known to invest much time, energy, and commitment in 
video production to tfre point of dping daily "news" programs with the 
.students'". *0f those producing video, the most frequently cited uses 
are for in-service training (11 districts) and instruction (10). 

When designing new school buildings all but'one district always 
include p^.ans for « ITV service; the other one usually does. Most 
districts (20) increased the number of television sets in * their 
sqhools during the past tfiree years, but, it appears, the .ti 1 end may 
be slowing since a more modest^pumber, (7) plan to do so in the next 
three years. Eighteen districts continued, during the last three* 
years, to .replace Mack and white televisions with color sets. 
Again, fewer "districts (6) ' see such replacement purchasing 
continuing. Also, eighteen counties purchased videotaping equipment 
in the last thee years. ' VTR equipment seems to be a slightly more 
important item in, the short-term future since eleven districts feel 
they will purchase more in the next three years. Eleven counties, 
47. 8t of those responding "to the survey, stated they had added cable 
TV or internal dfstributipn systems in the past three years while 
another eight plan tckin th6 next "three years. - . 4 ' 

Ten counties * report that t)iey are systematically* gathering 
research data op ITV: * < - . 



two are conducting a pilot program in ITV use 
four are studying <^ipifient or facilities 
six are evaluating^^ograms 

four ar# do?pg impact-utiiization 'studied , and 



A 



three are engaged in other types of ITV research. 



Twenty, district*, 87 .6% of those responding, report that they 
f - participate • in .it-ate ITV series development, . selection", or 
- evaluation. They^are also much moie likely" to have been contacted by 
>the ITV Division of MSDE. Seventeen of the superintendents or tfyelr 

Q ' * * % « 
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assigns said that they had been contacted during the year. The most 
frequently .mentioned type of contact was through newsletters and 
' other publicity (14). The next most frequently nfejft ioned^ was a visit; 

^frora . the ITV Division staff (10). Eight spoke with an ITV 

'representative on the phone. 

SUPWRT FOR ITV 

Generally speaking, Maryland's school superintendents encourage 
the use of ITV but leave that use to the discretion of individual 
schools and tellers. All districts have* an individual who is 
• assigned district-wide responsibility for ITV. In about one-fifth of 
the districts that person is designated as the TTV Coordinator, in 
another third it' is the Media Coordinator, and in the rest of the 
districts it is r the Curriculum Coordinator or some* other 
instructional staff person. On the average, 2*1. QJ of-the r designated 
.,person f s time is devoted to ITV and each has two staff members/ * 

* Most coUrfties (20) make ITV in-service workshops available to 
teachers ; The workshops are most likely conducted by ITV Division 
^personnel, according to strperintendents . ^l^even count ies~ 31 so report 
that district-level staff conduct some workshops. ^ 

OVERALL REACTIONS TOWARD ITV- • '. 

Superintendents w'ere asked to rate on a 5-point scale of ^ery 
important v to very unimportant, each of several. uses<of ITV Tsee 
, Superintendent T s questionnaire, Appendix A). They feel, apparently, 
that ITV is a , very important instructional tool for. extending the 
range of student experiences and bringing ( new resources * and/or 
persons into the classroom, f-t is* viewed as moderately important for 
pr'eserfting new' materials, providing new instructional approaches, 
reinforcing other lessons, and motivating interest. Superintendents* 
are sure that ITV is not designed or should aot be used to allow for 
periods of relaxation / ^They also report, although less emphatically, 
th'at it is unimportant as a tool to lighten teaching loads.- ITV is 
also considered* unimportant as a way to cover^ for teachers in- an 
emergency situation, such as school closings^, or long-term td^cher , 
absences. The two , remaining uses on the list, f, to penfciJx 
individualized instruction" and "to present subject matter when there* 
» is no, subject specialist available (e..g., music, forSign language)," 
received mixed ratfings. Some felt they were more ^importan t , others, 
did not. Ia-*part-, this "distribution of scores coul.d^be due to eitfier 
a difference in interpretation of the v concept, particularly relative 
to^ individualized instruction, or to the absence of a need, as ,in the 
case where subject specialists are still available. * 

Principals and district staff are most often 'considered by 
superintendents as' favoring ITV use., Parerfts and teachers 1 
i organizations are* viewed as being neutral. 

*Briotenden ts were also presented a list of statements about* 
,\ given tfte response* options strongly agree, agree, neither- 
nor disagree, disagree,- or str<?ngly disagree for e % £ch. Most 
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years , 



They 



the teacher f s 
•is not being 
In fact, they 



agree that ITV .shows great possibilities for stimulating teacher 
creativity and student curiosity and learning.,, They /also suggest 
that wider use of ITV is needed and that'their district' is , in fact, 
using it more this year than' if! has in the frast thre, 
d&n't believe I$V limits teacher importance o 
'relationship with studejnts. p Insane tional television 
overemphasized *in the opinion of most superintendents, 
most emphatically disagree with'~the cbraraent that the* development of 
more new instruc-tiona^ television programs is a waste of time. 

CONCLUSION 

Superintendents seem to be . positively disposed § toward 
instructional television. They are struggling - with numerous budget 
pressures, but do not tend to single*ITV out for_ major cuts; fOnding 
support is projected t to be steady. 



APPENDIX A 



This appendix contains copies . 
of the correspondence and the 
questionnaires sent to^each 
respondent group* ' In order 
to faciliatate data manage- 
stent ax^d to increase the visual 
appeal of the questionnaires 
each was printed on a 'different 
color paper ~ teacher (yellow) , 
media specialist (bjue), prin- 
cipal (green) * and superintendent 
(gray) i- 
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UNIVERSITY OF MARY&ND 
Cousat Park 20742 



POCUUJI Or UMARY AKO^^TOPEMATIOW SCTVtCW 
UtOOtCRAOUATS UUURY SUIUDINO, *0©W 1 101 



PHONE: C301) 494-944 1 



Karch 21, 1981 



(TOCHER LETTER) 



Dear Teacher: 



Television has been used in Maryland's- public sphpols for isany years, yet 
information concerning its use has never been gathered statewide. This is a 
concern both to members of the education community and to state policy ma kers* 

In response to a request froa^he legislature , % the Division of 
Instructional Television of the liaryla^d State Department of Education, has 
asked us to undertake this study* We are interested in the extent and nature 
tel^vifcion use in the schools so that the ITV Division can better serve the 
people of Maryland. The professional organisations listed on this letter 'have 
recognised the Importance of this study and have given it their endorsement. 

Tour school has been randomly selected to participate. In addition, you 
personally have beefc randomly selected from among the teachers in your school 
to participate. Since only a few schools have been selected we must rely on a 
high level of cooperation from Maryland's teachers in order to be able to 
provide useful information to decision makers. Tour cooperation is essential 
to the, success of this project . , 

* * j 

Along with this letter you have received an ITV Utilization Study Teacher 
Questionnaire and a return envelope. Because of the careful design of the 
questionnaire, it should take yotTonly $5-20 minutes to complete. We ask you to 
complete it within a week of receipt and" return it to us in the envelope 
pyoyided. ^ 

All data will be held in the strictest confidence. Data will' be reported 
In aggregate only so that no Individual teacher or school can be identified. 
The code number which appears on each questionnaire is essential to the study; 
Its sole purpose is to enable us to cross-tabulate data by school type and 
geographic region: An executive summary will be available to all respondents 
tiho request it. 

If you have any questions after you have received the materials, please do 
not hesitate to call us at 454-2590 or 454-2558. 

We appreciate your cooperation. Thank you. 

* 

Sincerely, 



4^*^ CI* <^5Uui>V-U-> 

Kerry A. Johnson, Ph.D. 
Project Director 



Kar>ts*J Sewmtej School M*>k*? kkimtna) Sdxwl ' Hx*** Pubik School _ *J^^^' k * uJ Mastoid * * 
(MSPA). * (S|pA) CtfcSA) (MEMO) (MSTA) 

ERJC .f>y % . . ... . $5 
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UTILIZATION STUDY 
1980 - 1981 Teacher Questionnaire 



i 



MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



Division of Instructional Television 
Qwings Mills, Maryland 21117 



Please Return NX ithin <*>ne W eek Of Receip*,'lo 

The M^land ITV Study . 
. College of Library & Information Services 
£ s \ Room 31 N, Hornfrake Libftry v, 

University of Maryland ' ' I ' * ~ 

College Park, Maryland 2074? * J ~ 
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Your completed questionnaire will be seen onh h\ the mimcuYafe research >talTand will be used for statistical purposes ' 

onl\. I e . data gathering, processing, and anahsis Confide ntialit) will be preserved No personal!) identifying information 

will be released to anvone\ / / • . 

* ' " ■ * v 

• While \ou are not required to respond, youi ioo/x'i<///on t is needed to make the results of the survey conrprehensi\e.^ . 

accurate, and timdyN^ ^ * ' % / 

ERJC / 96, 

HMMpJrlTV 16.16O-01- 12/80 ■ • * ■ 



/ DEFINITION 

Throughout this instrument the term "Instructional Television" ^ui ITV) refers* tu any, in ^huvl uses uf television fur 
instructional purposes. * 



1980-81 TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
A. Background Information 

1 Circlctf//gradt^whichvou teach this vear ( If ungraded, circle nearest PreK K 12 ^ -t 5 6 

grade cqunalents ) "* \ 8 - 9 10 1 1 12 



NXTiic^h best describes the setting in which \ou teach' 
( Circle one ) 



1 Self-contained classroom 

2 Non-tradiuonal setting open space, etc 
^ Other (please specify ) 



How manv students do >ou teach" ( 11 you teach more than one <, lass a Total No of students . 

indicate in a the number of students you teach mall classes and in/> the b No of classes 

number of classes vou teach ) 



Which subjcct(s) do you toach ? 
( Circle all that apply ) ' 




4- 



a All elementary subjects (go to next quesuon) 
b Art 

o> Career Vocational Education 
d Foreign Language 
Home Economics* * 
Industrial Education 
Language Arts other xhan Reading 
Math 
Music 

Physical Education Health Education 
Reading 

Science , 
m Social Sciences 
n Special Education 

o Other (please specif) ) - 



1 



How mam special I v funded programs are sow o'r \our classes involved 
in this >3Jar y (eg., Vocational Education programs funded hv the state 
of federal. government Title I ) , 

(( ircle one ) * * » 



0 J 2 ^ i 5 or more 



How many years (.including this year) haw >ou*'uught > 
( (heck one in Ach column ) 



/ 



present school 



1 □ 

2 □ 

* □ 

* □ 
S Q 



1 vear 

2 ^ vears 
4-6 vears 
" 9 vears 

10 or giorc \rs 



Overall % 
(excluding this school) 

1 □ I vear 

2 □ T\ vears 
^ D 46 vears 

4 □ "* 9 vears 

5 □ 10 or more vts 



B # Availability of Instructional Television 

~ l , a How manv vears ( including this year) have vt>u used Instructional 
Television ( ITV ) with vour classes' ♦ 
(Oiveufone ) * t 



b Are you using ITV this vear"' 
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4 □ None 1 
2 □ One vear 
^ □ Two vears 



Three or more vears 
Yes 



2 a. No 
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7 DEFINITION 

-Throughout this instrument the term 'In*>truaiunal Tele\is>iun" (ur ITS ) refers tu anyjn schuvl uses uf television fur 
instructional purposes. * 



1980-81 TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 



A. Background Information 

1 Circle tf// grades which \ou teach this \ear ( If ungraded, circle nearest 
grade equivalents ) 



PreK - K- I- 2- 4- -I-5 6 
"*\ 8 - <) - 10 - II • 12 



2 Which best describes the setting in which \ou teach' 
(Circle one ) 



1 Self-contained classroom 

2 Non-tradiuonal setting open space, etc 
*> Other (please specif) ) _i 



How man\ students do >ou teach 5, (If you teach more than one class a Total No of students . 

indicate in a the number of students you teach nu///c lasses and \nb the b No of classes 

number of classes vou teach ) 

• >- / 



Vrtiich subject(s) do you teach* 
( Orclc all that apply ) ' 




a 
b 
o 
d 
e 
f 

g 
h 
i 
) 

k 
1* 
*m 
n 

o 



All elementary subjects (go to next question) 
Art 

Career/Vocational Education 

Foreign Language 

Home Economics* * 

Industrial Education 

Language Arts other x nan Reading 

Math 

Music 

Physical Education Health Education 

Reading 

Science 

Social Sciences 
Special Education 

Other (please specify ) 



How mam spccialh funded programs are \ou or \our classes involved 
in this >a&ar' (e g. Vocational Education programs funded bv the state 
of federal. government Title I ) , 

( ( irele one ) ^ * » 



0 J 2 ^ i 5 or more 



6 How many years (.including this year) have vou ''taught' 
( C3ieck one in &eh columa ) 



„t rA_„ 

B # Availability of Instructional Television 

a How mam years { including this year) ha\e u)u used last rue tional 
Television ( ITY) with vour classes' * 
(Chcd/nne ) * t 



present school 

1 D 1 \ear 

2 □ 2 4 vears 
^ □ 4-6 vears 
i O "9 vears 

5 □ t() or <jiorc vrs 



Oendl t 
(excluding this school) 

1 □ 1 vear 

2 D vears 
S D -* 6 wars 
i D " 9 wars 
SDH) or more vrs 



b Are you using I TV this {ear"' 
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A □ Nontf 

2 □ One vear 

^ □ Two vears 

' * □ Three or more \ears 

I □ Yes 



2 O. No 



* f 



a is ITV pcogramm&g^vallabic (cither directly on-air or by videotape ) 
for you to Use with any of your classes? 



1 □ Yes 



2 □ No 



9. What kind of TV sets. dp you have available to use with your classes? 
(Cbefftof*.) 



(If you checked No/None< 



\ 

,to^uesdof£ 



8 23*19, skip to question 21 ) 



1 □ None 
\ 2 D Black and wW 
• 3 □ Color 
4 □ Both B/W and color 



10 Which of the following are available m your classroom? 
( Circle all tfctt tpply.) 



a Direct un-air broadcast from public television (i.e., notv 

commercial ) What channel' 

b Cassette/Videotape 
c Cable television 
\ d Videodisc 

e Closed circuit or Master antenna system 
f* Don't know 



1 1. How iasy is it to get a TV set when you want one"' 
(Circle one.) 



1 Easy, no problem 

2 Pretty easy most of the time 

3 Sometimes can t get a set 

4 Often can't get a set 



1 2. Where is a TV set if you want one for use of your class"" 
(aide off ttaappty.) 



a It is already in my classroom » 
b Media Center 

c It is in a nearby classroom and is brought to my class- 
room by me or someone else 

d It is in a nearby classroom to which I take my students 

e It is in a central location and is brought to my classroom 
by me or someone else 

f It is located in an auditorium or -some other room to 
which my students go for viewing-^ 



1 3. How much of the time would you say the television sets in ybur school 
sre kept in good repair? 

(Gfckois*.) ' 



1 Always 

2 Most of the time 

3 Some of the time 

4 Seldom 



14. How is television reception in your classroom (or where you use it)? 
(Circle 



1 Good 

2 Fair 

3 Poor 



15. Which of the following are available? 
(Qrdcmtt tfa* apptjr.) 



Id When you use ITV programs, how often are they pre-recorded, whether 
by you or by someone else? 

(Qsdeom.) 4 



a Equipment to record and/or play t^pek a TV program for 

presentation at a convenient time 
b Earphones for the, TV sets 

c Easy access to requested TV programs (eg, dial -own- 
access TV systems) 
d TV studio in the school / 
e Videotape library in the school 
f Videotape library in the "district 
g Somebody to record pr playback videotape for your use 

, 

1 Always 

2 Most of the time 

3 Some of the time 

4 Seldom 

5 Not applicable 
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J 7. When you wish to arrange for videotape recording or play back, how 
easy Is it? 
( Circle one ) 



1 Easy, no problem y 

2 Pretty easy most of the time 

3 Sometimes I can't make the arrangements I want 

4 Not easy 

5 Never auempted to arrange such a thing 

6 No such facilities , * 



18. Overall thinking about what affects your use of ITV, which of the fol- 
lowing are difficulties for you* , ' , 
( Check all that apply ) 



a Set availability 
b Set quality 

c Set installation in your crass* 

d Set maintenance « 

e Program scheduling 

f finding out about programs^ advance 

g Program quality or characteristics- 

h Availability of someone to help show it 

i Enough planning time 

j Availability of program schedules and lot guides 
k Otrjcr (please specify) . 



C Utilization of ITV , 



19 Various arrangements can be made to use ITV' Which descnbe(s) the 
arrangement(s) you use*' 
( Circle all that apph ) 



r 

a Class new* program withJtnother class or classes 
b Entire class views progniH without other clashes) 
c Small group(s) from the clas^riew program 
d Individual students arc assigned to view programs 
e Never use ITV 



20 Estimate the average amount of time you used ITV with your clashes) 
each five-da^fcg|^|hjs war 

(If you teach mor^ one group of students, answer for the total 
amount of time ) 



( Check one >- 



\ 



Norie 

*/4 hour \ 
*/2 hour 
I hour 

1 Vi hour 

2 hours 

3 hours 

4 hour** 

5 or more hours 



2 1 Circle the media formats ( up to three ) which account for most of your ' 
classroom use 



a Audio recording 

b Computers 

c Games and simulations 

d ITV (broadcast, videotape, videodisc, etc ) 

e Motion picture films ( 16 & 8 mm ) 

f Side and rllmstnp (silent) 

g Slide and filmsmp (sound) 

h Transparencies 

i Other (please specify*) _ — - ! — 



22 Estimate the average amount of time you use non-print media' with your 
class< es ) each five-day week' 

{If you teach more than one group of students, answer for the total 
'amount of time ) 



hours 
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23. Please indicate below; the subjects for which you used ITvlhis school 
year, and how ITV fits with your curriculum for that'su^ect 

* (^>eck>//*tiiat appfr > 

^ Have used ITV 

in this 

, ' subject 

^ Yes No 
? An a □ □ 
b. Career/Vocational Education b D D 
c ^Foreign Language/ESL ' c - D -. D 
d. Guidance . d □ " □ 


I 

If ITV is used, is it; A 
A supplement A centra^art 
to the on-going of the on-going 
"curriculum curriculum, 

□ □ 

□ • □ 

□ • □ 


e> Health/Nutrition e □ □ " 
I Home Economics f □ □ 
. g. Industrial Education 4 □ □ 
h. Language Arts other than Reading * h □ / □ 
1 Math - „■ i □ □ 
j. Music ' i □ □ 
k. Physical Education k □ O 
L Reading 1 □ D 


cr y ' □ 

□ - □ 

□ j □ 

□ □ 

n * _ 

□ A □ 


m. Science m □ □ 
a Social Sciences v n n r~ 
o Special Education . \ o □ □ 
p. Other (please specify) , p □ □ 


_ '□ V □ 

□ , □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 



24 This . MtmjLir ( 1980-81 ), how often have you assigned or strongly 
suggested Etching a TV program at home? 

' (Urcle on£ ) 



1 Often 

2* Sometimes 

3 Rarely 

4 Never 



25 If you had a wide variety of programs to choose from and excellent re- 
ception and equipment, about how much time per week would vda 
use ITV"' * . 

i (heck erne ) 



I 



1 □ None 

2 □ l A hour 

3 □ x h hour 

4 □ 1 hour " 
# 5 □ Vh hours 

6 □ 2 hours 

7 D h hours 

8 □ 4 hours 

9 □ 5 or more hours 



26 Do you personally know of any teacher during me last rwo years ( 1 979/ 
80, 1980/81 ) whom you have thought used I*{V too much? ^ " 



1 D'Ves 



2 □ Nd 



27 How much would you consider to be a maximum appropriate amount 
of ITV to be watched in class during a week by typical students^ 

( < 1re< k f>rtt > f 



1 □ 

2 □ 

>Q 

4 0 

5 □ 

6 □ 

7 □ 



l A hour 
ft hour 

1 hour 
Vh fiours 

2 to 4, hours 

5 hours or more- 
No set limit 



28. Have you" personally ever seen any of the following outcomes among <f ' 

students in your clashes) wSfch you would attribute to ITY> ° a Students demonstrate expanded breadth of knowledge 

(ii «// that jfth # * # ' b Students use expanded vocabulary 

v 1 c Students have followed up* ideas mentioned in ITV 

d Students arc more enthusiastic abodt school work in 
, k ' general . 

+ X{]f) € Students use Ubrary more ' " 

, r f Students watch more educational TV at home 

' g Students calnvdown at times when, othe'rwise, it would 

, ' £ ' be difficult to keep their attention 

£ Other (please specify) e * 



29 For which types of students do you fee! ITV is most useful? 

• (Circle one ) * * 



1 All students 

2 Students with below average academic ability 

3 Students with average academic ability 
^4 Students with above average academic ability 

Students with special problems, such as handicapped, 
ESL, speech problems, etc *» 

6 Not very useful for any student 

7 Other (please specify) : , 

% „ 



30. Indicate your use of an ITV series ( Or program during the 1980-81 
school year, regardless of whether on-air or videotape. 



( urcle one in ecu.h column 1 



-\ 

( a In the past week 
b In the past month 
c. In the past year 
^ d Have used ITV, but not dur- 
ing this school year 
(1980-81) 
e Have never used ITV, 
f Will use this school year 



1 

ITV 

Series 

1 
1 

1 



2 
ITV 
Program 

2 

9 2 
2 



3 1 Do you ever have your, classes decide whether ta watch ITV in class* 


Yes 




2 0 No 


32 Do you ever have your classes decide which program to watch in class? 


1 □ Yes 




2 0,No 



33* How many different ITV series are you using regularly (i.e., 75% or 
more of all lessons in the series) in this school year ( 1980-81 y 

i C JirtK one t 



None 

1 series « 

2 series 

3 series 

4 series 

5 or more series 



34 



indicate the ITV scries you are using this school year Rate the series on 
overall quality in relation to your derhands on it by circling the appro* 
priate number If you have used the accompanying teacher guide, please 
also rate the guide by circling the appropriate number 
Series Title 



. v 

Series Rating 
Excellent Poor, 
5,4 3 2 1 



Art * 

Art Cart (The) 
- Art of sSeeing(The) 

Primary Art v * 

Career Educating /Awareness* 
Freestyle y 
Jobs Seeking^Rnding. Keeping 
When You Grow L'p 



5 4 
5 4 
5 4 



Consumer Education 
Consumers in a Changing World ' 

Economic Education 
Trade-Of& 



Environmental Education 
Terra. Our World 
Uncle Smiley 



, Health 

All About You 
Dial A-L-GO-H-O-L 

Jackson Junior High 
O Mufllgan Stew 
E RJC ^taeorporated 
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4 

'4 



a I 
2 ♦ 1 
2 1 



2, 1 



Teacher Guide Rating 
Excellent Poor 
5 4 3 2 1 



5 4 ' 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 



5 4 3 
* ^ 3 
5 4 3 



2 1 

2 I 

2 I 

2 1 

2 1 

2 I 



. * 4 '3 2 t 1 j 



5 4 3 2 1 





3 


2 


1 


I 


3 


2 


1 


4 


3 


2 


1 


4 


3- 


2 


1 


4 


,•3 


2 


1 


4 


3 


2 


. f 


4 


3 


2 


1 


4 


3 


2 


1 



9 
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Series Rating 
Excellent Poor 
5 4.3 2 1 . 



Interdisciptbuby 

Here and There in Md # Field Trips 
Media Machine tThV) " 
Tomorrow's FamiheA 
Young Filmmakers ( T^ie ) 



Language Arts • 
• Do You .pet the Message* 
Matter of Fact (A) 
Stories Without Words 
"Write Channel (The) 



4- 



Mathematics 
Qames of Ghancc 
Mathematical Relationships 
MatfTways 

Measure to Measure 
Numbers/ Game II 



Music 

Music . * 
Musft^and Me 
Song B^g'CThe) 
Song Sampler 



Reading 

Book [xxik. and Listen 
Contract' 

Electric Company (The) 
C3nee Upon a Town 
Read All About It , 
ReadaJong I 
&ead£rV Cube 
spinning Stones 



Science * , , 

Dimensions in Science Chemistry 
Dimensions in Science Physics 
Explonng the World of Science 
Introduction to Concepts in Nature 
Introduction to Physical Sciqyrc 
Landsat A Satellite for All Seasons 
Mam Worlds of^Nature (The*)' 
Real VCorld of Insects CJihe ) » 
Science Skills - t 
Inncrse and I 



Social Studies 
American Scrapbook 
By The People 
Children of the orid 
Cornparatrvc Geography 
♦Finding Our Wa> *** 
Many Americans 
Maryland * , 

Ripples 

Truiv American 
Two* Cents' Uorth . 
* I nder the Blue Tmbrella 
I nder the Yellow Balloon 



tftgh School Eqtitotilencu 

(kwral Educational Development 



Specials ^ 
F>lm K'stn^lt 

it Happened Vn Mar> land I 
It Happened in Man la rid 11 



Ins'iniw Htfiu atiWj 
(lifted and TalFnil-d fcduc ation 



leWcd 1 

Interaction Human ( sterns in the shoots 
Teaching Children with Special Needs 
Teaihjng^n Md Enter Metrics 
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v 3 
3 
3 
3 




* s 2 

* * 2, 
» S 2 
4 4 2 



Exc 



4' 




2 1 




4 


3 


2 


4 




2 1 




4 


3 




4 


*> 


a2 1 




4 


3 


2 


4 


3 


2 1 




4 


3 


2 


4 




2 . I 




4 


3 


2 


*4 




2 1 




4 


3 


2 


4 




2 1 




4 


3 


2 


4 


3 


2 1 




4 


3 


2 


4 




2 I 




4 


3 


2 


4 


>> 


2 1 






3 


2 


4 


3 


2 ( 1 




4" 


3 




4 


1 


2 ' 1 


1 5 


4 




2 



Teaching * 
Guide Rating 
Ucnt 
4 



3 



Poor 
2 1 



3. 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 



2 
2 
2 
2 



2 
2 
2^ 
2 

2 . 
2 
2 
2 



2 • 1 


4 5 4 


;3 


-2 


2 1 H 


5 4 


3 


2 


2 1 


5 4 


3 


2 


2 1 ' 


5 4 


3 


2 


2 1 


5 4 


3 


2 


2 1 


5 4 


3 


' 2 


2 1 


5 4 


3 


^2 


2 1 


5. 4 


3 


2 ' 


2 1 


5 j 4 


3 


2 


2 1 


5 4 


* '3 


2'$* 



.3 2 



* , 2 
4 2 

3 2 



S 4 * 
S 4 • s 

S 4 3 



D. Typical Use of HV Series 

We'd like to understand how ITV series arc typically used in tjie dassroom T^ink about a particular scnes yuu have' used recently with' 
your class. Write the name of chat series here ( If you used no series, go to question 38 ) ' *« 



35. Please indicate If the following statements describe your use of the 
series: (Circle one in each row) 

a. I have used the scries/program(s) before 

, ,> b. I previewed the program(s) before using it (them) 

c I read a teacher guide description before using it 

d I used suggestions from the teacher guide in preparing -for. or 

* following up, the program(s) 

c I used the ITV series as a key teaching tool in my class 

f I used the ITV series mainly as a supplement to my teaching 





Series Tiile 

V^MW 1111V 


< 




Yes 


'No 


a □ 1 


a.D 2 


b □ 1 . * 


b □ 2 


c P 1 


e □ 2 


d □ f 


d □ 2 


e □ 1 


e □ 2^ 


f (D + 


f □ 2 



36. flow long did you spend discussing (or otherwise preparing for) 
lessons in the series in class before the class viewed them* 
(Circle one ) 



1 No time 

2 Up to 10 min ^ 

3 10 to 1 5 min 

4 More than 15 min. 
How long'' 



How long* did you spend discussing ( or otherwise following up on) 
lessons after the class viewed them"' 
(Circle one ) 



1 No time 

2 Up to 10 min 

3 IG to 15 min. * 

4 More than 1 5 min * 

How long* min 



£. Support of ITV 



38 Are teacher guides for every ITV seres you use available at your school 1 ' 

( If So go to question ^9 
If Yes plca.se continue ) 

a. Are the guides useful in your planning' 



1 □ Yes 



1 □ Yes 



2 □ No 



2 □ No \ 



39 How often do you use guides to plan your instruction (ie, which pro- 
grams to watch and/or how to prepare for them)* 
( Circle one ) *■ 



1 Always 

2 Usually 

3 Sometimes 

4 A few times 
5. Not at all 



How are 



40 How aft teacher guides for ITV series distributed in your school* 
( On le one ) 



1 Individual copies provided to afl teachers 

2 Individual copies provided only to teachers who re- 
quest them 

> 3 Not provided tp any teache 
4" Multiple copies on hand in the school 
5 Don't know 



4 1 How is the ITV schedule book distributed in your school J 
. ( ( ire k- oiw ) ■ 



1 Individual copies provided to all teachers 

2 Individual copies providpKmly to teachers who re- 
quest them , 

A Nor provided to any teacher? 

4 Multiple copies on hand? in the school ■** 

5 Don't know , * 



' 9 
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J- 



-7 



-*2 Is there a building J1V coordinator or other person witr^responsibility 
for ITV in your building'' 



( ( ink *>pu- » 



If y'es Are vou'^he ITV coordinator') 



1 Yes. full time 

2 Yes, pan time 

' 3 Yes t informal ( Lc , 

information) 
4 No ^ 

1 □ Yes 



a teacher who 



JLo 



distribute* ITV 



2 □ No 



4J 'if there is i cuordiijatur indicate ail services provided by thai person. ■ 



a Distributes teacher guides and ITV schedules 

b Provides newsletters or other information 

c Calls attention to special programs 

d Provides assistance with equipment 

e Provides yaining/consultation 

f Works with groups of students from my class(es) 



44 During the current school year ( 1 980- 1-98 1 ) have you had any contact 
- with ITV personnel from outside the school* 

( If v ; £f U . s'Kf i J 

If Yes, please check' all items below which describe your experience l 



a Their staff visited my school 

b They provided in-service 

c They* provided newsletters, guides, or other publicity 

d I talked with them on the phone -n 

e I have served on their Advisory, Evaluation or Curriculum com- 
mittees' 

f Other communication (plcase specify) 



1 □ Yes 



"District 
Coordinator 



Yes 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ > 
□ 

d 



No 
□ 
□ 
O 
□ 

□ 
□ 



2 □ No 

ITV Division of State 
Dept of Education 

Yes No 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ 0 



D 
□ 



□ 
□ 



45 Generally speaking, which, best describes the practice "of building 
, administrator! s) regarding the use of ITV> 



1 Strong)); encourage(s) use 

2 Encourage( s) use but leave($) to discretion of in* 
t dividual teacher 

3 Neither encourage(s) nor discourage(s) use 

4 Discourage(s) use but leave(s) to discretion of In- 
- dividual teacher 

5 Strongly discourage(s) use 



46 What do you think is the general attitude of each of the following 1 
groups of people toward the use of ITV> 



Favor 



Against 





Its Use 


Neutral 


Its Use 


jl Department Chair or Subject Matter Specialist 


r 






( Check here if not applicable □ ) 


a * 1 


2 


3 


b Other teachers 


b 1 


2 


3 


c Media specialist f ) 


c 1 


2 


3 


d Specialists in school (eg, Counselors, do not include the Nurse) 


d 1 


2. 


3 


c Parents 


e 1 


2 


3 


f Students 


f 1 


• 2 r 


3 


g District Office 


g ' 1 

* 


2 


3 



lOi 



47. How often do you get specific Ideas for.ITV uses from any of the follow- 
Ing people? « I 

(Circle one for each item.) 

z Principal 

b. Department Chair or Subject Specialist 
(Check here Hf not applicable □ ) 

c. Specialist in the school (e.g., Counselors, do not include the Nurse) 
(Check here if hot applicable □ ) 

d. Other teachers 
^ e. ITV coordinator 

• (Check here if not applicable □ ) 

f. Media specialist * 

g. Parents i 

h. Students * ^ . 
i Detailed program guides 
j. Previews 

It Other (please specify) ! 4 



* Oftei^ Sometimes , Rarely 



c 
d 

e 
f 

g 
h 

i 



Never 



4 
4 

,4 
4 
4 
4 

4* 
4 



R Preparation for Use of ITV 



r 



48 . Have you ever had training on the use of specific ITV series or in the * 
use otrlV in general'' 

( If Va go to Section O, Question 52 ) 



1 □ Yes 



2 □ No 



49. Which rype(s) of training have you had* 
(.Check #// that apply ) * ^ 



a □ College coursework 
b □ District in-service „ 
c □ Televised ITV series 4 
tf □ Workshop by local TV station 
Which- channel 



e □ ITV Division of State Department of Education in- 
service 

f □ Workshops at professional meetings 



50. Have you had any such training within the past three years 5 * 



1 □ Yes 



2 Q No 



51, Was' that training required by state or local regulations/policies? 



1 □ Yes 



a\o 



G. Conditions Affecting the Use of ITV 

i v 

52 How do the following statements describe your perceptions of ITV> 
Please circle the appropriate number for each 



a 

> b 



a Teachers don't make enough use of ITV 
b Pressure to adhieve basic educational goals makes ITV a frill 
c. If teachers in my school used ITV too much there would be com- / 

ments / ^c 

d There are short blocks of time in the day when ITV is really useful — d 
e Using ITV is much like using other supplementary teaching materials e' 
f. There are a good many programs on ITV that meet my curriculum 

needs f 
g ITV is a useful teaching tool * g 

h. Some parents express concern about the amount of ITV watched in 

classrooms * h 



Agree 



Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

' 2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 



Not 

. Disagree Applicable 



3 
3 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
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H, Statistics on Students 

53. Which is the best estimate of the economic level of fcmiles whose 
children are served by your class(es)? 6 ^ 

' (Circle more tljan one if it is impossible to generalize.) 



1 Low income / 

2 Low-middle income 

3 Higlwniddle income > 

4 High income 



54 How many students in your class are from homes where the primary or 
dominant language is other than English? 



55 How many students in your/ilass are from homes where these lan- 
guages are spoken? 



Korean 

Spanish « 
Vietnamese^ 



r: 



56 How many students in your class are identified as handicapped? 



57 How many students in your class come from the following origins* 



American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Hispanic 

Black (not of Hispanic origin) 
White (not of Hispanic origin) 



I. Program Needs 

As weindicated in our cover letter, we are interested in giving you an 

opportunity to influence programming Please use the area below to 
• Indicate what you see as your greatest program needs during the next 
three years 

Subject' Area( s) r Grade Level(s) Suggested Topics/Skill Areas to be Included 

a □ Art i ft . 

b □ Career Vocational Education . . J. L_ 

c □ Foreign Language t — — 

d □ Home Economics * - 

e □ Industrial Education : 1 

f □ Language Arts other than Reading . . ? „ 

g □ Math ± ' \ 

hDMustf.. . * / . : 

i □ Phj^al Education Health Education . .. , f 

j □ Reading \ . . : . ... . , * . 

k □ Science * — . 

* 

1 □ Social Sciences < # * 

mD Special Education . . ! — : — 

f n □ Other (please specify) . 0 " . . * 




Comments on ITV * 

W* in* especktlly Interested to tonming ahout an> u/ijqut uses of ITV programming or Uehnolog\.and am ouUunn-soi us um. tlhir\ou haw 
noticed If you fed .that we ha\r omitted an important question, ur >ou tan provide us with Mime addniynai information. pkasVun this 
* space for that purpose. 

. " . A ' 



Thank you very much forsaking the time to fill out thi$ questionnaire 

If you would like td receive a Summary Report of the JpcKngTof this study, check here □ and supply us with your 



Name 



Address 
Qty — 

ERLC , 



State. 



— ^7 



inc MAHTLANU II V U1ILIZ.AIIUN SIUUT 



UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 



tGUXQl Of USAAHY AH© iKFOHKATtON 69tVtC39 
UNSCSGfUDUATI UBfcARY SUStifkO. £0O«fl 1*01 



COUJSffS j^ARK £©742 



PHONE: <90U 4***544 1 



* ' March 21, 1981 * > 

* \ • * ' * * * • - - 

{MEDIA SPECIALIST LETTER). 

Dear Media Specialist : * . • 

9 >' . I • • 

Television has been used in Maryland's public schools for many years, yet 
information concerning its use has never 1|een gathered statewide, This is a 
concern both to member! of the' education ccsminity and to state policymakers. 



c In response to a request from the legislature, the Division of 
Instructional Television of the Maryland State Department of Education, has 
asked us to undertake this study. We are interested in the extent and nature 
of television us* %n the schools so that the I^V Division can better serve th& 
people of Maryland. -She professional organisations listed on this letter have 
recognized the important*. of this study end have given it their endorsement. 

* Tour school, has been randomly seffected to participate. As media 
specialist your Insights are particularly important to the study. Since only 
a few schools have been selected, we must, rely on a t^igh level. of cooperation 
from Maryland* s educators in order to be able to provide useful izuggRDation Eo 

decision makers. Your cooperation is essential to the success of TOis project . 

*• * * 

Along with this letter yku have received an ITV Utilization Study Media 
Specialist 'Questionnaire and a return envelope. Because of the careful design 
of the questionnaire it should take you only 15*20 minutes to complete. Ve ask 
yqu to complete.it within a week of receipt and return it to" us in the envelope 
\provided.* 

^ All data will be held In the strictest confidence. Batf will be reported 
If* a 88Jegate only so that^o Individual teacher or school can be Identified. 
The code number whith appears on each questionnaire is essential \o the study; 
its sole purpose is to enable us to cross-tabulate data by school type and 
geographic region. An executive sugary will be available to all respondents 
who request it. 

If you have any questions after yon have received the materials, please 
do not hesitate to call us at 454-2590 or 454-2558. 

We appreciate your cooperation. Thank you. 

Sincerely t 



Sounds) h&ud tUr)Urxl Bcmrsur) fehuol 

I<M£»A) (MESPA) 



s 

Kerry A. Johnson , Ih.D. 
Project Director 
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M^T)l2ndS*4c 
(MSTA) 



UmiZATIpNSfUbY 
1930 - 1981 J&edia Medalist Questionnaire 



MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Division of Instructional Television 
^ Offings Mills, Maryland 21117 



s 



I Please Return Within One Week Of Receipt To: 

The Maryland nv Study 
College of library ft Information Service* 
Room 3114, Romh^ke L&rary 
, University of Maryiand 
College Park, Maryland 20742 



, Youar vust^cioJ q^siiuPSHwssre Mil be teen unl) b> the unmexk^ic research giSsnd *ill be umd hm suusuud puipu^» 
ori), ie n <fau pufcra^, pnftx^ng, £nd ^rwfys^, Curifkicmulicy fviU he preserved Nv* pcreunatf) kknuf)if% iafunrauvr* 
will be rekasc^ to inyonc. . 

Whlk required tu refund, ^/wr tv*^ntfA*i & ncctkd to make d*e result ihc furvc) tumpccbcmlve, 

accurate. -and tfcady. 

ERJC msdeitv jdioo-oi~i2/eo i-iU 



DEFINITION 

Instructional purposes. t >^ t 

* 1980-1981 MEDIA SPlOALIST QUESTIONNAIRE 



tff idorJsfcwa fir! 



A- Background Information 

i. Qrrfe off grades which are taught in your sch<x>l. 
(If ungraded, circle nearest grade cqurvakrrtt.v ) 



PreK • K - 1 ^ • 3 ■ 4 . 5 6 
7 H 9-\!0 - II • 12 " 



2. Bow many skies otvoluniccrs (4 hours per day or more ) do you have 
in your media center? v 



.Aides/Vohinteers 



J. Bow do you describe your school' 
(Circle owe.) 



1 Self-contained classroom 

2 Non-traditional, open space, etc. 

3 Other (ptesse tperify) 



4. Kw krtg have you been 

a. rrerdia specialist at this school 

tx s) educator (rnchsHnj pr e sent tad til previous : portions) 



• • indicate the number of years bdow 
1 yr. ' 2-3 yrs. 4-6 yrs. 7-9 yrs. lO+yrs. 
O • a a D q 

D 0 0 0 O* 



5. What ts your Maryland certification status? 
(Circle att that apply f 



a Associate 
b General 1st 
c Specialist 
d Administrator 
e Certified iri another area 



Specify 



f Not certified 



B. Availability of Icsdncdoaal Television (ITV) 

& b nv prqgramintag Mitebit (cither dfrrctfy on ^orby vkkoapc) 
in your schooP 



1 D Yes 



2 D No 



7, Bo* mart} tctcvl\i< m sets for ireeructkmaJ purposes in your schooP 



( if you arwered ,Vr> or M>w to both items 6 and 7 skip to Question 23. 
If Kes. piease comiriuc ) " * \ 



a Number of black/white 

b 4 , Number of color* 

c — ) , ■ Total . 
d None 



R About htm' many daeruom teachers are using ITV on a regular basis 
this year? 



Tochers 



9. Which of the ftitkmfcm » availabk in your school? a Dim* tm-air broadcast from public stations. 

(GrcteeJ/thst ippSy.) OtanneKs) 

b <ie«ette or videotape 
' ' . / c Videodisc 

d ttMc ferkvfsion 

e Ctaed circuit or Master antenna upacm 
f Don't knew 



ERIC 



Hi 



ta Describe die quality of television rcccptioo in ytwr holding 
(Circle one.) *' 



1 CmxxJ 

2 Fair ' 
5 Poor 



7? , 

I !. Whkti he* describe* the kx.sfk*n cjf TV' sets in >xiur srihioi? 
(Circle our.) v * 



1 Kept in Ua^oyurns, cjucpi for mamimanct and rcpaif 

2 Kept in central storage location 

,4 Kept in brgc room* or auditoriums 

4 Media center 

5 Ot^er (pkasc specif)-) _ 



1Z Wravh best tkscr&es the arr angem en ts for t@e (/TV ' srtsm your ichoo!? 
itifUmmrit'.) 



I &uden» brought to the TV' sets 
, 2 TV lets brought to the students ' 

3 Sometimes one. sometimes the other 

4 Neither, cets are to classrooms 



13. Kow much* a? the time ire the sets in your school in &x*1 repair 3 • 
(Circle one. ) 


1 Always 

2 Mo* of the time 

3 Some of the time 

4 Seldom ■ , 


< * 


or tis*e Vjdcofcipc library? 


! □ Yes 


» 

2 D No 



11 ITV can be used m a «3ftetj of grouping Wred* (kscrlbevs/ the *s 
ranpernents used to ytiurjahooP ' 
(Oait off that appr> ) 4 > 



« 0» *tcws progran wuh another class ut tia&sc* t 
b £mirc dass view* propT&n wfthotn other efass<c*) 
c Small group(s) from the cUss view program 
d Individual students are assigned to view program 
c Never use ITV 

1 , f**r- 



16. Wha»h be» de^rfbes whai fc^fspens when ur»c uf yiA# seti need^ repm* r : 
(CirckomO 



1 One of out buUdir^ members repair* a 

2 We cend ft tea central repair shop for the district 

3 it repaired by a Vocal rep air m an hired out of the 
school buUdtng's budget 

4 We have no repair policy 

5 Other (pfeasr specify ) 



17. Doe* yuur achoi)! have a^)* of the foliowLr^ 
(CJrderi//thstappS>.) 



lH Do you use videot^t recorders in your school to record ami/or play- 
hade ITV lessor**? 

(r.Vr#.epio^stk»2D) * 



a Earphone* fer the TV sets 

b Easy access to requested TV programs (diaJ^mn-accvs* 
TV) 

c TV s&dk> to the school 

d Videotape library to the school 

e Videotape library to the district 

f Other (please speci f 



1 □ Yes 



2 D No 



19. Do you or doe* someone to your school ildcot^pc prti;'7aT» off thetlr* 1 D Yes 



2 Q No 



20. Due* ywr J*hooi , produce any <xt&ml program* for school u»* 
lfAfr.|P*totf*e!ifcm2.4., 7 ^ 

If Vcs, jtfeasc tedkw ' 
a. Wha hi: the ptHpwes hy these productfom? ■ 
(Orde**?/ thai apply ) 



1 □ Yes 



.2 D No 



b Administrative uw (c^. snnouiKxmttt*) 

< kvaervke training 

d Production experience 1* rodents 

e Teacher feedback <c|^ alkming the teacher to .view 

own performance) 
f Student feedback (c*. alkming *udcnt to view own 

performance ) „ 
g Osber (pkrasc specif) - 



sJH. Who tea primary rtaponsttOlty for ifMicbooi video prorfactk**? 
(On-iea//thatapf>8y.) 



a Media 'apcclalis 

b C&Bsroom feacher 

c Students 

d ITV coordinator 

e Other (pkse specify) 



< , 22. Abort how i^ti3d^^t?p^ 
1 « c jear school cadi year? 



. ss s coe ra 



C Support of FiV „ 4 f 

25. Generslly^e^it^ which fees* iksl^^j^<mitp^ctic^n^^m 
&ri*e of nv? 

(Qrtie ««r.> 



1 £roflgfy f g ??fl eag g^ use ' 

2 fiCT**?^ tse but kswe to ditoetksn cf tedMdugl 



3 Neither escos^e or ^acewafe use 

4 D^coLHfs use bat leave 'to discretion of iadMdual 



5 Su g ary dlacosaaig use 



24. In yusr opinion, *wf*ch £ef desa&ss ^fet p^cJke rsprti^ the 
. taeCf ITV? 
(Ckckow.) 



I 
I 
I 
1 
I 



1 Ute is strot^y eacouriged 

2 Use fa c a k t to^ d kft k£ to c^csgtkm of todfrtdual 
tchook tad teachers 

5 Ite b eefeher encotmied nor tMacourafpd 
4 Use Is ( fitc o u r yrf but left to (Norton of dividual 

school end teachers ' B 

4 Use b'^y dixxxk^xJ | 



25. I*lheTrapenic^feiyo«beMk^ 
forPTv? 
(Ortieo**) 



{MM*, gn<to Quc*foo 26. ^ 
If y<3. pfeaac iexicae ) 

a Doe* that pemm hsvr ^edaJ traln^ fei media? 
b. Are>you or tha peJtav uatfUy mil^ for cosa^skisi with 
tsachen£ * * 



1 Yc* fed tLnx 

2 Yea, part time 

J Yea. Warmsl <e#, archer or 

nVkdbn»tk») 
4 No 



I 0 Ye* 
I D Yea 



wftoctarSx* 



2 D No 
2 D No 



A- 



r 
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J 

I 
1 
I 
I 
i 
I 



26. Durfajt the amtrmtctool year 

- wilh rrv pcmjnwH fit^ out^ the ich^ { 1 O Yes t, - 2 Q No 

* fcKilM hWH^ Dfetonv flVDtviskinorSutc 

* res % pEcasc orde iJ feems bdow which describe yore cip cr iettL C.) Coqrcfem^- Dept of Eduoeioo 

* tThtirstaf visited my school ' ■ 01 * B? ' ^ * ^ 

b. "nry provided fa«vic* aiining * 0 O ' • O • ft . 

c Thry proofed ncwjfcacn, g^cks, or oite pti^kiy ' 0 D - n 5 

d I ufced with thera on the phooc D Q , 5 g 

c 1 have served 00 fedr Advisory, Evskmioa or Q^rlaimn com- D 

£ , Qftcr cocsgruntodon (ptase specify) D o 



27. Bow b the ITV scbcdik book d i strib uted fa your school? 
{Ode owe.) . 



1 lacfviifesl copies pwfcfed to siKeadlirrs 

2 teSvkfua! co^a provfckd or-y to tcacben on re«^ 
1 } N* provided to say teachers • f 

4. teulrip«c*op*es.Ga bed fa fee sdxx>l 
5 Dool know 

* V , / 

— — 



2E How we teacher g&^t fer nv serks dutrisyted fa yoar tc^x£ 
(CiTric w?e ) 



t Ls£vkbj o^4ej petw£*j to e*J fc*£en 

2 tatvickEU copies prodded osly to tesd»s who re 

C'^ect them 
J Not provides to Ay A a c hen 

4 J^iifipge copfes ess fesrsj fa fee school 

5 Dsi1fe»w 



D. Utilization of ITV 

• , *' 

29. Who uaklly fcforms teacher* nbout nv prev i a or tzrUz whkh 
naight be perticukfty useful % 
* (Cirric #// tte ^spl> ) 



50. r{dw often, dthcr informally or fenasBy, ferve you 
4fcher progranss to vmdi or ways to use ITV? 
itOnk one.) 



t Hetia^eckH^ 
b rTVcoaniinaua^ 
c Another teadW^ 
d PrfadpaJ j 

e nv DMaion of Sate D e p a rt ment of Education 

f LosaJTVes^iW^ctesjel? 

g Nogs* 



Steely 
4 Never 



SI. Wtedoyoutt^bfeegs^f^^or^cffecfi^^ 
roup af people *j yeur school toward fee ete ef nv? 
(Ckdc the appropriate pusBber for each.) 

a. D epartment or Onto or Subject Area specialists 
(Check bete foot ^pika&e O .) 
- b. Teachers 
c PMfkfpiH 

d Sjpe^a^s (eg. Counselor* do set ie£l*fe Nysse) * 
(Qjg tec gaps qgBcabteO >) 

V w £ Stedcots 

g Teacher** O^b^JSkSQ 



Rwor ^s Ube 
I 



b 
c 
d 

e 
f 
f 



2 

2 
2 
2 

2 

2 v 
2 



3 
J 

3 » 
S 

5 
3 
3 



32, line jtw h*d^ tcaehcrtaywtchooic^rathcto tiTO)r^(19^/ 
80-1984/81 ) whom yoa thct«N 
1 l*ed ITV to-3 frcq^KT^y ' 
& Selected p Mfjm imppw pttetdy _ 



Ya 

1 
I 



No 

2 
2 



Not tat 
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33. Howimchwould^ePGrfdertobeiaippropr^^ 
be wtthcd by mxtexg* ck» during a typial week? 
(Check one) 



Wbour 
tf hour 

1 hour 
labours 

2 to 4 hours 

5 hours of taore 
XotctUzit 



h&cms the nv «eHa which teachers SafSar bu&dim «rc using or 






fag*? used: # 








(Checked) SerisTHfe 




«w^| ITS! IQhaa j€3T 


t iwi In ftw» tits 










Att Cart r TK?^ 
m\ * mi\ \ lie/ 




U 


n 
U 


ArtofSedag(Ths) 


> 




□ 


Primary Art 


- 


□ 


a 










1*1111 ■ Mil! II 

rrccscyK 




n 


□ 


Juus* uCT^^B^ri psbus^^ fpssi!i4& 




□ 


□ 


When You (Now Up 




□ 


□ 


• & 1 


• 






Coraucacts la A Qs^n Wosfd f 




D 


□ 










Ttade-OOi 




□ 


a 


E&t&cmmentitl Bdu&tton 








Terr* Our WoJfci 




D 


□ 






□ 


a 










All About You 




_ n 


n 
u 


Ds*J A- LOO HO L 






a 


fssfde/Out 




D 


□ 


JadoDGjuslor H%h 




□ 


□ 


Mulligan &cw - 




□ 


□ 


Se^ Incorporated 




□ 


a 










Here & Thew ki lid Rekl Trta 




□ 


a 


Media Machine (The) 


V 


□ 


' □ 






0 


p 


Young ftoas^ss (The) 




□ 


□ 










Do You Get The ft* r~w — * 4 




o 


□ 


Iteter of Fact (A) 




□ 


□ 


fcories Without. Words 




0 


% D 


Wrfee Osassd (The) 




0. 


< P 


Mftbtmatks 




7* 




Quaes ofChancc * 




D 


a 


MAhems^c^ Kei^ks^^ ' 




a 




Itahwsys 




□ 


□ 


Hcuure to Measure 




* ra 




Numbers Gone II 




a 


□ 








* 






n 


n 


Muse And ppr ' 




□ 


0 


^B^(The) 






Q 


Soojt S^fflpicr 




0 


□ , 










Book, Look. And UM* 




a r 


a 


Cbmrad! 




0* 


a 


Ikctrfc ttxnptny (Tbe) 






□ 


Oact IJpoa A Town * 






Q 


Read All About 




□ 


P 








P 


le«kr** Cube 




& 


P 


foteiflg Storks 


I 




□ 



1*15 



Series Tfek 



ItagTto School Yes? 



UcdinthePas 



l 

l 
l 
l 



Dfeafemtans la Science: Ifcerais&y 
1 Dimensions In Science: Ffcysics ' 
&pkxir% Tk World Of Science 
v ' Irtroductioo To Concepts In Naiure 
fe*roductk*i To Physical 5ciet3tc 
UndaJ; A SttcQlte for A2J Sea*x* 
M»y WoiteOf>W« (The) 
leal Worfd cMaaect* (The) 
Science Sails' 
Iteivertt fad I 



American Scrapbook 
By The PeopJe . 
. Cocnpfiffsiive Geography « 
RadfrgOur Way 
Many Americans 

Bppies 

Tntiy American 
TV6 Cents' Worth 
' Itoder The Blue VzteZU 



D 
O 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 



□ 

o 
□ 
□ 

0 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 



□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 



□ 
□ 
□ 

D 
D 
D 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 



H§b School Equfoekrxy 
General Bfoazkxzl Development , 


0 

hJ 


□ 


,* , ■ ■ 


> ' » o 




Film Festivals 






U Happened in Msryf^id ! 


0 




" Is Happened In Msyt^d n . 







Iwn^ E&cetkm 
G&ed and Talented Betaesaon 
feteracttoa: Humsn, Concerns In The Schools 
Teaching Children ^Ith Special Needs 
Teaching In Md - Ecser. Metrics 



□ 

□ 
□ 



O 
O 
O 
□ 



E, Your Prepafatkm Bcir U§e of ITV 

31 Have you ever had oats** in theu*?Gfaa?ec^rrVaerie»Qrtf£tse* 
of ITV In general? * 

(fAfc* go to Question 37, * 
a, V K* whkh qrpe(f) of trsliiisg teste ym* had?) 
(QrckrcJt^t apply.) 

I 



IP 



\ 



I O Yct 

■ \ 

j a OoOcfe cpu rtcuortt 
b District te-aenk* 
c Tekvted nv fcv-ecrvice series .. 

• d Wocfcshopbjr local VTV station 

Which ctenrici(s) 

e Su$r Department of Educaiioo favscrvice 
f Worfcaftops at pf&fcs^oml meeting* 
g Ho tarsal training (Go to Question 37) 



34 Have you had any such tisisiiig witta the paat dm years? 



1 D Yes 



2 D No 



l 

P .: 

ERIC 
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F. Reactions to Use of ITV 



37. , Which of the following taxneaa describes your pctrxpek^a 0/ ITV 

mUt, * 

UStjCtZt 

(Bese c^de the appropriate number for cadi) Atree 

'I Teachers to csy school are istog csore ITV than tbey haie fca tfts ps-a 

3 year* ... a J 
b. nv causes nsBiy scfyfalfftg and KfotP^i^iiyc pjjjjjfegia b 
c JTV b a uae&if teadibg tool c 
d tetdhen donl mafce enough use of ITV <j 
e If teacher* to tsy school used nv'too nsuch chert would be com- 
ments 0 e 

£ Socnc parents capress concerns tbout the a m ou n t of ITV< wscbed 

§ Our emphasis oo basic education goals makes ITV a Ml' g 
h. ! have Inquired about WL optotoos of parents in a needs assessment 

survey X * . b 

i Ope of the tot tftteg? to go in a Ugh* budgetary environment b ITV J 
j. ft has become easier lower the past 3 yean to Justify tods for sup- 

portly ITV | i 



m« 

iwsner 
A^rce Nor > 
Degree ** Disagree 



2 
2 
2 
2 



2 
2 

2 
2 



AppUcabic 



Brfow U a to of usa of ITV. 

Qrde the appropriate caster to rz£? each tee for its fan p ^ t a ncc. 

& to estend the. ft^r^? of f r <o?? ^^Hr^g? to students 

b* to present new Materials * 

c to provkflC dtffcrcot ^ppeoeches for pet ss tglssg rvic tLi! 

& to rckJbrce material tygfM In ochei leaaons 

c* tp bring &sw resources and/or persons fe^> ths disoocn , 

£ to motivsts srudgfifoVtescrcst in a street 

g, to lighten the load 

h. to aOow teacher to observe eudesss 

i to allow tocher and/or students a bri^ time to relax 
^. J to permit tadtvSdusSBiton of instruction 
fc to praeat subject matter where theretsnota^cciU teicher(e£„ 

focc%n tognagf ) 
L to aewe as a stitsb&e teachtog akeroatfte to emergency Radons 

m to ooTtr uacMld ic &rc lag ridlls 



Neither 



Nor 

a 1 2 
b 1 2 

c 1 2 
d 1 , 2 
e 1 2 
2 
2 

2 r 



Not 



i 

e 



r 



2 
2 



listed bdow are tome statements ^out *srious>aape£3Gf nv. 
Please (mMom your mKtfon to eecg by drc lk j g the ^pf^xt^e 



i. irv wDowi g^gg posMBros i Kg Ftffwgmqg igacssr ggssmry a 
b* Teachers* when using fos&uctiorjsl telerisloQi lose aome of t*r^/ 

fa npor tabec to the cl ass r o om setting b 
c Tti persocil Ktetiatuftp between sojdea sod feacber to? wbca 
. ipcructiona] tcfcvfcfton is used c 
dThe dev dopnaent of jBoreaewfcamictloc^tdafaga ta^^ga b 

a waste of dme d 
e Wider use cftospucdootf tdcvlaioti is needed e 
£ The use o/testiuetkxs] tdevUks* makes subject cssstcr nxiife 

to a eresdhg ^ f 

g, Instructional televwon ihould impure students to gfeay curiosity 

and \omiJt% g 

h. tetrucdonsa^v^e^ball r%^ but lisiithea been overen^ls- 

sted b 

i Chlklfc^wstcheoouj^iclcslrioptf home; they dotrt need to waech 



Agre« 

A" fg 5 f<^sr niirr?rg 

2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 



.Not 



4a How dOciJtt Is k to maimMn a budget for tostructknl TV use com- 
peted widt other m^eri±Is? 
(Ckdeom.) ' 
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1 MtKhhmkrfornv 

2 Harder 

ra) oinepce 

4 Ea^er 

5 Muchc^r£?rrv 



I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 



• . • \ 

41, . TfeWdi* a*»ut all ihc tetuesoa wfc$chyou3>endywtiaK»»a4« Utofflow«; 

ofcrfstraor, boch to ncctli^ and oucside of meetings, bow much cf 2 A modetatc «noteit , 

time i$ mrta on ITV issues? JvAtetk 

Kk^) 4 Noae,crafm«*>tImc 

" — — — — — — _ — — — — ^ ^ ^, 

4Z tewcfeaSca^taossrawi^.w^ ^ 
oppoftiKitytofcfiueJxep^ 

<hfCC ^ Suited Topta/Skfll Areas 

Subject Area (») Ccade lcvd(») tobelndud^f * 

' a O Art ' ' 

b D Career /VocskKjal Education - — — - 

c O Foreign Language ••••• j — # — 

d O Home Economics - ■ — ' - 

% t □ Iadufiriai Education * 

f O t^giisy Am oehgr thaa Heading * ; 

> . bOMs* = V 

| q Music ^ i 

j O Ptiystal Educstioo/Kesith Education ■ 

• kO lading ~~ 

, i D Science , : ' — — 

eO Social Science* 8 h — 

a O fecial Edixstk* ■ — ' — '/ 

oO Od*r(^ccify) — 

t / 

O^SUS^aHl OO ITV ^ 

©ooccd M you feci tfia w* tevc oasmed an m^onaiu quesaon, oc you <sn pcovfck « with some addition information, F*ss«- use tite 
apace foe that purpose 

> r 



9 

■ERLC 



Hw* yoo «ty mudi fcireaking the time to US out this «|uesJorineSre. 

tfyou wdd li^ to rcari« « Summary Report of the ftx^gi of thJ» e*5y, check here D end with your 



.Zip. 
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" APPENDIX A — PRINCIPAL 



< 
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THE MARYLAND ITV UTILISATION. STUDY 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLANQ 



Comai Park 20742 



COUJtOE Or UHWtV AKO tKFORMATlON tVWCXM - 
UHOeROHAOUATI UKUHY aUILSWO, ROOM 1101 



PHOHZ'. <S01> 494*9441 



(INTRODUCTORY LETTER TO PRINCIPALS) 



Television has been used ip MarylftkTs public schools for many years, yet 
information concerning its use has never been gathered statewide. This is a 
concern both to members of the education community and to state policymakers. 

In response to a request from the legislature, the Division of Instructional 
Television, MDSE, i»as asked us to undertake this study of television use in 
schools so that they can better serve the people of the state. In addition, the 
professional organizations listed in this letter have recognized the ^importance 
of this study and given it their endorsement . 

As Superintendent of your county 1 s school fiystep, you play a centralrolfe 
in defining instructional direction. It is essential, in planning JTV slices, 
for the ITV Divisfon to understand your prepent and projected*policies toward 
the use of television in your schools. Jo aid in our understanding we are 
sending you a short questionnaire which we would ask you to take 15 minutes or 
so-.to. complete. ' The. questionnaire will be arriving at your office within the 
week. • * 

In addition, we have randomly selected a small sample of schools across the 
state and are asking the Principal, -the Media Specialist, and five Teachers 
about the ways they do or do not u$e ITV. Any assistance and support you might 
provide in ensuring a high response rate to our questionnaire would be appreciated, 

All data will be held in the strictest confidence r All of the respondents 



will return their completed 
project staff will see them 



questionnaires directly to us;, only immediate 
Data will be reported v in aggregate 'only so that 



no individual educator or school can fee identified. 

An executive summary of the study will be available to all respondents who 
request it. ^ # 

If you have any questions after you have received the materials, please do 
not hesitate to call us' at 301/454-2590 or 454-2558. * 

We appreciate your cooperation. Th^nk you. 

Sincerely, 

, _ Kerry A. Johnson, Ph.D. 

Ebdgnedt? ' «*T * Project Director 



THE MARYLAND 1TV UTILIZATION STUDY 

- UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND - 

COUJtOI PAAK 20742 

COUJCgC Of UWtAftY ANP INTOm«ATtON KKVtetC ' I ' mom-. (JOt) 4»4.8 



UKO0MMMDUATK IJKIARV SUILDINO, ROOM ttOt / March 23, 1981 
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Dear Principal : (LETTER ACCOMPANYING QUESTIONNAIRES) 

i . * > 

A^short time ago I wrote to you about the Maryland ITV Utilization Study. Here is 

the complete package pf materials for your school. Again, I want to empahsize that 

your 'help' is essential to our getting adequate and accurate information. 

Your school's package should contain the following: 

1) A btiff principal's' questionnaire for you # 

2) % A blue questionnaire and cover letter to give to your media 

specialist if your school has one 

3) Five yellow teacher questionnaires and cover letters 

4) Stamped, self-addressed return envelones for each questionnaire. 

A word about the teacher selection process might be in order. Tor us to draw an 
accurate picture of opinions about and uses of instructional television in Maryland, 
it is crucial that our teacher sample be drawn randomly. The sampling algorithm 
described on the instruction sheet enclosed" with my first letter to you insures 
that. Do not be alarmed if the teachers selected do not use instructional tele- 
vision or even have strong negative attitudes toward it. Their responses are just 
as important as those from enthusiastic consumers. Yom may, however, wish to\cull 
from your list specialists and helping teachers who are not full-time faculty. 

As you doubtless know, a survey 'that provides useful information depends on a 
reasonable response rate. If the response rate is low, we always have the nagging 
feeling that those who did not respond would have given different information. 
That response rate depepds in parjt on reminding people to send in their 
questionnaires. Because the Maryland ITV Utilization Study insures high anonymity, 
we must depend on your help in reminding teaches^ who have not responded.. To aid 
you in keeping track of who has which questionnaire f there is a code- number on page 
one of each form. The* first teacher selected should receive the questionnaire 
whose code number has a "1" as the last digit, etc.. Please keep a record of this 
so that if after a reasonable interval we find that, say, teacher "3" from your 
school has not returned a questionnaire and ask you to remind her or him, the Job 
of matching the name to the number will be simple. 

finally, I am sensitive to the fact that some school districts have a written 
agreement with their teachers whereby some type of compensation must be made if a 
teacher is requested to fill oht a form. If fchat is the, cas§? in your district, 
any accommodation would be deeply 'appreciated. Our questionnaires were designed 
to take up a minimum of time by asking only" for information, a teacher w&uld have in _ 
memory. Most teachers in the field test required 15-20 minutes to complete the forrnl 

I know that there are bound to be questions and uncertainties." If you have any, 4° 
not hesitate to call me personally at (301) 454-2590 or^454-2558. 

Siftcerely, 



i 



i 
i 

&&x*e4hr. Kerry 4 A. Johnson, Ph.D. 

Project Director m 

ftadful* AMKjtakm Pri**^ K-mxixkn . SupcTiWvrKk-ix* Associate* Mrdb Ofpnfcakm Teacher* M*irfa, 
(MSSPA) (MBSPA) (MPSSA) (MEMO) (MSTA) 



m . ... ~ i2i 



I 



(DIRECTIONS F?R TEACHER SELECTION - A RANDOMLY 
SELECTED NAME £PPEARED~IN THE BLANK SPACE) 



THE MAITLAHD ITV UTILIZATION STUDY 



Cfeiosln^ d^L 



issroga Teachers 



these procedures viU determine the five classroca teachers in jour school 
fcfco should be Indluded la the^ study* 

Using e current alphabetical list of full-tla* ..cUk^^m catchers,* select 
the first five names wfefch alfhsbetltaUy follow J^WmMi m > . > 




If f Its teachers •»» ftot obta&*d before reaching the end of jour t m * 
alphabetical list, continue to the beginning of the list entll five are ob^alfflNJ* 



(For example. If the naa* on the. label is Tfeooes, P., and jour list of 



elassrooe teachere >$m$C/-~ >y>* 



adess, J* 
Boyd, a. 

WLUr, t. 

Mitchell, ». 



"titers, V* 
its ton, V* 
Vsrren ,'• P* 
Beahlngton, 6« 

ZeltBSBa J* ; 



"2 tf 



the questionnaires uould be diatributadto barren, Washington, Zeltean, adaas, 

•fediojd.y • '^'#l-rv:.5 " . 



M If tar you have chosen the five aamee using this procedure , please give a 
cover letter, a Teacher QaosHnaalta, and a return /envelope to each of the five 
teachers. You ma; aaaure the teachera that thia 4a. a coapletely enonyaous 
process j their responses afff $0 be^returned directly to us and #111 only be 
reported In the aggregate of all kiryland taacbera'^epraaented la the study. 

Thank you for helping ua with this aalactlea process, «t look forward to 
receiving your reeponee and thoae of your teachers. 



*_Jta}tmd PuMic Sdwol 



^ ttoijfend Bcrncr**)* 
PrfftctHK Atendaka (MENPA) 

Stojtand Secondary School. 
, Prim*** A-wsdskm (MSSPA) 



Mar)1and fcstc 

Tcechcn AsjMcfsiioA (MS1A) 

Itojfmd Eduatlonri 
Media Orjpnkakxj (MEMO) 
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(FOLLOW-UP PO^ CARD TO PRINCIPALS) 



THE MARYLAND ITV UTILIZATION STUDY 
Dear Principal: 

About~a week ago we /Mat you a packet of survey materials. 
If you have "had the opportunity to distribute* thea to ie- 
lectedstaff ana to cotsplete and return your %wa, we really 
appreciate it. Thank you. 

If not, we would very euch appreciate it if you would take 
the few einutea to help us ou|. This project is very worth 
while for the entire educational community of Maryland and 
your assistance is~central to Its success. X, * 

Again, thank you for your help; we appreciate your pro- . 
fessionaUsa. If you have any questions or problems with 
any part, of this project please call me at 301-454t259Q5 . 

Kerry A. Johnson, fh.D. 
* Project Director 



v 



THE MARYLAND ITV UTILIZATION STUDY 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 

PAKK £0742 



eeu*oi or umuw ako u^ommatk 



and ntoftttAtioM sifevtcEs 

ttei 



PHONE: «»©l) «84-»*4t 



^ . April 28, 1981 
(FINAL FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO ' PRINCIPALS ) 



Dear Pri^cjpal: 

Recently ve sent you a packet of questionnaires relating to the 
nature and extent <jf instructional television use in your school. The 
information ve are asking you and some of your*staf f to provide will be 
used to plan policy for the ITV Division of the,HDSE. Even if you do not 
use ITVT in your school it is very isportant to us to determine your 
thoughts on the issues involved. * " ** ' 

n 

As of today ve have not received responses from the following/ 
individuals in your school: 



1. you, the principal 

2. the media specialist 

3. teacher 1 

4. teacher 2 
teacher 3 
tether 4 
teacher 5 



5. 
6. 
-7. 



If you would take a* few minutes to check v&h each of then to see if 
there are any problems ve vould appreciate either you or your 

staff need another j^py of the ques^ioi^a^t^f please call us at 454-2558 
and ve vill rush one to you. . , ^ 

Again, thank you for your cooperation. 

. " 9 Yours truly, 



9 



.Kerry A. Johnson, Ph.D. 
Project Director 



*Ujtand Sromdwy School 

F 0 «M»a> 

■ERIC < 



(MB»A) 
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Ka^tznd EducnlonaJ 
(MEMO) 



Mar)ttnd Si ir 
Tradx-w Awnictetor 
„ (MSTA) 



nsaryland itv 



UTILIZATION STUDY 
i960 - 1981 Principal Questionnaire 



mahylandOtati department of education 

DMntea of Inotreoiona] TekHsioa 
Owiop Mills, Masyland 21117 



J. 



4 ' » ' 

Please Return WAWn One Week Of Receipt To; 

• * * 

Tte Mar> tmd ITV Study ^ 
Cotfcgt? of library ft information Smtet* 
Rixnn J! 14, Bombake library 
* Itoivenity of Maryland 

C^kgc P^k, Maryland 20742 

Youf questionnaire will be seen only bj the Immediate research n^sndftiD be used for suttsttaU purposes 

«Jr lr data prherfng. proarwing end anah-sfcv ConSdentiaiit) be preserved rlJperfonalh kkratfjino irtfcxnrnion 
xm be released to ^tyonc. 

While y»j gup not required to repaid .rw/r attpmahm is neetkrt to make the results of the sunt) comprehend, 
rccisac, ind timely, 

1 i25 

r ^ • . • 

ERJC MSDEITV 1&IC0-O1- 12/00 , 



BOINfif ON ' . ■ 

t lb* taaiwaes ite letia "totrecgloiial TOmMm" («? IfV) refers to mj i»#*c®l « ^ tda«ea §»■ 

i 

19S0-X981 PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

... ' x • | 

h mm&St^^ ■ : — : ; *' jj 

Titk ■ ■ 

_ _ — . 

* ■ ^?^^4f^& o^Sf 1 £ ^K. K .1.2-3.4.5^6:7 : 8.9.1o'll.l2 

* KXsixezitxxml Avrr-? Daily AnendKce (ADA) c*£=i eedlcr- . ir , A < 

—i " * I 

. — --- — : — 1 

bcdj t-s Esther t-=x£c?j esJ to csto* cf fci -etea c^issi tJ ^CX n 

t^Cire cT^tot DO NOT INCUUDS fpcd^ia rc*3 o LCssr^a, ■ 

^sse testis «Fto— to jssac*i*lcss. — 

— — — y " " " "I 

4 ^=7 gs to- b jct c±i*2 fksm r^cst b?3 to 1 i^terf t> fjgt»effei«tat U 

SS?^ «nd to e^sr cf t^toc e:^*^ toy SX 

e^^i fcstftias tjccls^a U egyo&d o fcfrttae ~ ■ 
e--S*3csL DO NOT DCOJJD5 to Naa ta yco c?;^rJo°H . ■_ jj 

7. I towno? cr *£2Kcsf» ( 4 been per ear nxs? ) to ' AJds/Veksttsa J 

( • 3 0to*(pte*t^), 

. _ - , • «n beCcst? to mincer ef ye=zi bdw 

* H^J^taeicwbea j Iyt 23 T*- 44-* 7*-i l*» 

o a o a tl 

■ • •* 7 " 



10. b ITV pfi^ aviiT^TQ g^ii^k (dthg efosdsy ^* ri/ & ^n ^fftt ^y e ) fa 



1 D Yes 



2 D No 



IS. H&* z*£S% t^y^<a urn fa fasmg£sgg=i p3gpoe*3 mt fa y^g fs£ool? 



a 

b 

c 

* d 



. lumber of ootor 
. Ten! mn^er 



IX "About bow c^jy d^ ^c © @ teacher* ITV cms a rtpl^ fctMt 

(yyouangwcdAborAbngtt>bc<hte» 11 aad l2 1 £-?toQs*?dc?i 
24. ifK^ptoe qpeniiiue.) - 



. Esthers 



J 



(Cfcie^ this apply.) 



* Circa frrp-rk" £r^i p^lg. cd gv^os nksm 



14. Dctcrtbe dig q^iajity of tekv^^ rcc e pb oo fa y^- NM^?^ . 
(Cfrdeo**) 



1 Good 

2 Mr 

3 Poor 



(Order***) 



1 &pi m dbm^xjem* e^tsp* Jot 

2 Kept fa cetteJ £0fi=e tecsiion 

4 EqK fa E^f ^ c? ggg?r 

$ O^r (ftase #^r> 



14 Whidt 6ei describes the mrm^msm fer ws <g TV ets> 1 todeng rjrai^a to TV gets 

(C^dcow) * 2 TVegabfou^t to the Undents 

3 SOTfftfclSCS OC£, feQCUfitfagS S the G£h£T 

4 ik^M^tate^ms 



IX Bow duch erf ebe ekns are £h? ten fa yous tchocJ fa |ood rep^fr* 
(Orckofs*) 



S Afwsy* 

2 Ho^i the ikoe 

3 Soese the ^ise 

4 Sddcsn 

-T) 



IS. „ Do jrau Kt|t^fe prc-fccofc^d pftipsas &xkd a loc^ c^srlct* rt0©s^J or 



1 D Yet 



2 D-No 



19. Wth&b&dsmz&Gzm^h^tpcf&tfi^ 
iOtdkom) 



2 We seal it to a ccn^rd repair shop for the dbaict 

3 U b replied by a loeaJ repairman hired €# the 
eheel buHdim 1 * fesc^t 

4 We tesvc do repdr pc&cy 

$ Other (^e^s^) „ 
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c TV ki ihe febod ^ m 

c Vkk**ape library fei the district jj 
\ 4 f<^(p§^ specify) J 

*y - 1 ! : - . 

^ l^^^^^^e^cg^rtpt^^to^^^ I O Ye* * u 

(f/^, ta qisi&a 2*) . ■ 

. f c fcnew te tototeg n 

g ^vcr (P^= v^r) I 

„ I 

4 Mesy a- to to* to *ss^a cf 

4 tfc- ti Cbio&t^d bakSto (Ztt&on of tatrlfcil 
tsteets tetdsa ' » _ 

f t . $ Lb: b ta&c^y toss^yl ■ 

• 4 No ■ 

kUhe/fe e=s£7 t*iB*te t;rcon^^«^t^cn? 1 ° Yo _ _ _ J 

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — .— — 

. ' ■ ' . I 



27. l^^^^tcmwd$odY^(im^l)^sym^lmf€mma 
^fth rTV*penc^eJ torn cuskk ib? sshoop 
(tf Ab. go to qymfga 28 

V Yez pkm* d^ck til tern w^ch el^crSe ^ csperiescc) 



b, tl^y paa&^4 ft^rvks e^jg^ 

c Ttey presided est^ifetters, gykfej, ot tghzr pzMdty 

d I fesvc tijtel ^fth-Efiesn the phone 

c 1 fcrvc te nw ed shdf Artery, ffyihmHi, or Osrk^^n 



1 □ Yes 



2 □ No 



Dteict rrv 


nVDhMoncf Sme 


Goontauor 


Deptrtmna c/ Educaio« 


Yes, No 


Yei 


No 


□ 0 


0 


a 


0 | □ 


0 


.0 


0 . D 




D 


0 0 


. S * 


□ 


O 0 


0 


0 


0 0 


□ 


□ 



m ^LS^^^ ^ tikrtused fej >s*r school? 

(CsTae o?§e.) j r 



1 fcsivkksa csplei pswid^d to £0 trschers 

2 iniividui! cog£m pravkkd Ofify to tesdters who re* 
^estthem * 

3 Nc* protkkd to csy teidim 

4 Multffle Cv^ks ass h^sd in the school 

5 Dostfesow. 



^ toy b the irr^ ITV sditeuk f*oc£ &zQ&izd w ?dx^> 
(Ctrde one ) 



1 te^vf^J cqpks pswk^d to *U isscbers 

2 fn^vfdyil ct^es prwkkd crJy-to tsacher* who ft- 
qyot diem 

3 Not pwkfed to e?y tcachcrr 

4 mMpk copies ^1 t^d in me school 

5 Don't know. 



30., How aft^n. cidicrfei^roaJly of fonr^.^^ yoy Itemed to timbers 



! Often 

2 SO€33et£n^5 ' 

3 teriy 

4 Never 



31 Who uuliy informs tiscbro $bmx ITV programs or p*ks which 
mWn be ptrtfcuiarfy tsefiiP 



t Dtekt ITV cosat^or 

b FIV Dtvi^o, ^e Depsrtnieni ^ Eduction 

c TVtttksB. Ctaine. - 

d Pr^Ki^J 

e Media tpectita 

f Another teacher 

g Noose 



32. Wtat 60 yop L> ihe general ^itu^ nn^ 0/ the feOowbig , 

b. Teacher* 

c Media ipertaj^Ci) 

d %£gMHi$ (eg. Ggumdor* do sot tedade Noise:) 
^dc tog ^ic^le D . ' 



a 

b 
c 

d 
e 
t 
f 



Us 



2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 



\ 



IuUk 



3 
5 
3 



3 
3 
3 
3 



S3, t^yz ycu M i tsc^ In )wy kJxxoI (hsirj t!se Lrt two j^t (1779/ 

a Ibcd ITV tOO tsqststif 
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Yes 
1 
1 



No 
2 
2 



K»&sre 
3 
3 



54 toy m^s ym cse^tr to be ^ ^gcpete: iisstei di 17V la 
^tt^d ks d» t typtaJ week? 



1 □ Ktoer 

30 1 tour 
4X3 13hsyf* 

5 O 2 to4boyta 

6 O 5 bOUIS ©* 

7 0 Notafteit 



l 
l 
1 
l 
l 



55. 



toi^of rrv 



nv to ftg AHjg 

IK^; wfilda t)pe{s) ef eg^rg tare ysu tad? 
(Qiefe tit tta apply) 



1 O Yes 



2 O No 



ft Gsfey essggg j uo itt 

c Televised rtV itS- ti&nfc c tcrta 

€ tee Dspmntsu ei Mucmkx\ urservUx 
t WeftAaf) bf tedJ TV $m&& Which 



• ^ I , - frl * ^ ^^tej f - 11*1 ■ 1 * > * ~ ■ M<* *l P > f ■ I 



1 a yct 



2 a No 



(I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



yg£^ pgf OCftSattO ^ TTV 



d Tactes deal css^i ^ el nv 

e rtadsnkany t^bod s^ed ITV too ^eh ^« be 

£ te^ pss&» e^ ' 4M eo sggf g ft ^em mourn of nv w^Aed 



a 


1 


2 




b 


1 


2 




c 


I 


2 




d 


1 


2 




e 


,r 


2 




f 


1 


2 




1 


1 


2 




b 


1 


2 




f 


1 


2 




1 


1 


2 


3 






Nrfitar 




















• 


1 


2 


3 


b 


1 


2 


3 


c 


1 


- 2 


3 


d 


! 


• 2 


3 


c 


1 


2 


3 


"f 


1 


2 


3 


1 


1 


2 


3 


b 


1 


2 


3 


I 


r 


2 


3 


1 


1 




3 


*l 


1 


2 


3 


I 


1 


2 


5 


n 


1 


2 


3 , 



Not < 



^w^ftte^^^nv \ 



Not 



^ §9. Lw 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 



* cMcult 1$ It to detain a bydpt for ITV csg^fered oiisgr 



Myth te^sr for nv 
HmtSer 



Thsskifig ^oui iH die on wtikh you spend your t<mz m m 
tfeisgmm&t. both fin tseet^ip #*d outside of cs^ e iL^ . how isudi 
qf your iisse to ^em ea T7V items' 
(Cfecfeo**.) 



1 AWrtspoamt 

3 Altk 

4 Nosae, or £z&M no t^se 



I 

e 
i 
i 

I 
I 
a 
i 
i 
i 



4S. Used below mt tosse fmeroents £x*a various asp e cts of nv 

t Kc«e \ fe£c£fr your rsscUon to met by d?dfeg the ^f^Mc 



Ndther /^re* Not 
Apes NorDit^rce D (g£gf ee App£ksbte 



jt ITV rixro pett poj^bHtito for fti&uktfog tocher creaMty a 
b, Tetchm, when uMng'te&uctfoo^l tefevfsioss, ber jch^s c/ Ebdf 

faapoftBKg in the d^oom gafog ' & 

c The petsdagj fgjgzkg^tip between ^adent sad feacfacr is Iocs when 
loacructioa*) tctev^oo to t^ed - c 

d. Tin? cfewelo psB e i tt -of (T>?f c csw fc^ifftscifffr^j tg§ g y £gs ggi g^c^js*^ 

to a w^ie of time - ■ d 

e. Wkkr i^e of teingtioml tdeviiiDa to eceded c 
£ The tac of taatructioml teSeniaton makes aoy midfeet r^^r more 

§, faCnsctJonid eekvfiioo iho*iJd te^sirt midfsn to grei^sr esi?io§&y 

h. teiuc^omJ ulcv t^on to sU r^a boi I fad if been ewem- 

flatte d*, h 

L Chlkirea wstchetKxi^ tekv^^ 

©ore feehool ^ i 



42. W^di k the bc^ cs&me of the ecoaonslc level of ^^icj wh^ed^l 
^ea et served by your «d>oo4 ? 
(Circle mon &mn eae If k to ks^o^bk to genersfe ) 



1 Low teyo? ? y 

2 Low-sskl^e feiceme 

4 1 fa ■ i mm 



32. A p pr oztag ety wta p eyc rT^y of m&d&m ia jpyr tdsod cr &o*n 
feffflf^i where the pctir^y c«r domlftsftt Ls^u^e other th^i Ei^^sh? 
f^se c^in^e on ADA £ud^rtt tnen^ers^> ) 



44 How gyte^s fei yw dtokt ©e &om homes wfiere Ljv 




Vlgtiwoese. 



r 



45. 



(^@e e^jg^es ^ ADA ^ddc^t fn^mto^selp ) 



tf. ^^<ox^tS^dy wta pc?cefH^c of £udcs£3 & your 



I 

2 

3 

4 . 

5 : 



. % AjTyrfcsfi ii>d^r> or A^kpsl ftehr 
. t, A^k or Pad^c ktexter 

% m*± (t^ of Hl^ik or^n) 



ERLC 
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, TikL) • . ' 0-1 2 5 4 5© efGSDct 
_L —y | 



- rl 



I 
I 
I 
I 



Qzm^gs&b <m nv ■ 

fcra ooQcca I ycu to c&t »g f^ve oEmsssa g> at^gii^a tg^s^aaa, m ft** pzyAfe wfihaseac ^M^ood k^orasgtotv ptay mf titia 

■ 

• •' l 

- ■ I 

I 

v . . I 

« « 

I 



m^yrnvsgf tmsdk fer the toe to fit at* tM$ ^as^teito 



ERIC x 



I 
I 



V 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

► 

I 

t * 

'eric 
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1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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1 



THE MARYLAND ITV UTILIZATION STUDY 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 

C@U£OS Park £0742 

WOECS.©? UDSARY AND IMf»4l«*TlON MEHVICM VHOHl: «>0I> 4S4-»44! 

yvirencRADUATs ushary bu^s'ins, room iietV 

(INTRODUCTORY SUPERINTENDENT LETTER)^ 

\ 

r 

Television has been used in Maryland 9 s public schools for many years, yet 
information concerning its use has never been gathered statewide. This is a 
concern both to m&abers of the education community and to state policymakers. 

y 

In response to a request from the legislature, the Division of Instructional 
Television, MDSE, has asked us to undertake this study of television use in 
schools so that they can better serve the people of the state. In addition, the 
professional organizations listed in this letter have recognized the importance 
-of this study and given it their endorsement. C 

As Superintendent of your county's school system, you play a central role 
in defining. instructionafairection. It. is essential, in planning ITV services, 
■for the ITV Division to understand your present and projected policies toward 
the use of television in your schools. To aid in our understanding we are 
sending you a short questionnaire which we would ask you to take 15 minutes or 
so to complete. The questionnaire will be 'arriving at your office within the 
week. 

In addition, we have randomly selected a small sample of schools across the 
state and are asking the Principal, the Media Specialist, and five Teachers 
about the ways they do or do not use ITV. Any assistance aod support you might; 
provide in ensuring a high response rate to our questionnaire would be appreciated. 

. - / 

All data will be held in the strictest confidence^ All of ttyfe respondents 
will, return their completed questionnaires directly to us; only immediate 
project staff will see them. Data will be reported in aggregate only so that 
no individual educator or school can be identified. 



An executive summary of the study will be available to all respondents 
request it. 



If you have any questions after yo«-fe^ve received the materials, please do 
not hesitate to call us at 301/454-2590 or 454-2558. 

jj We appreciate your cooperation. Thank you. - 

Sincerely, 

i 

Kerry A* Johnson, Ph.D. 
fctf s fiad ly * Project Director 

1 . * ' 

t^Jfcwnfc-yMsaul M^MEkiMi^Mibril Marrtmdr^!^ ^S^S^ S5£??*L _ 
0 <*tt»A> (MB?A) tMm l34 .(MEMO) , (MSTA) 
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THE MARYLAND IT V UTILIZATION 5 i uut 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND . | 

COUTO PAfTK £0742 | 

_ rMONE; <»0I> 4f 4.944%. 

eouxss ustiARY and u*f©ssmati©h tnwtcss jj 
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^ LETTER ACCOMPANYING SUPERINTENDENT QUESTIONNAIRES) 

March 23, 1981 



I 
I 
I 

A few days ago I wrote you*sbout the Maryland ITV Utilization jj 
Study. Here is the questionnaire I asked you to fill out, ■ 
It should take about fifteen minutes of your time. As I men- 
tioned, your personal assistance is critical to the success of jj 
this brolect. ■ 



If you have any questions or uncertainties about this study, 
please do not hesitate to call m personally at (301) 454-2590 
or 4S4-2558. 

Again, thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, x * 



Kerry A. Johnson, Ph.D. ' 
Project Director 



KAJ/pih 



i 



this project. 

In addition, I infon^d you that we would be sending question- 
naires to principals, ©edia specialists and teachers in randomly 
selected schools in your district. I am sensitive to the fact 
th*a some school districts have, a written agreement with their . — 

teachers whereby some type of compensation Bust be made if a ■ 
teacher is requested jto fill out a form. If that is the case in ■ 
your district, any accomodation would be deeply appreciated. 
Our questionnaires ai^ designed to take a^miniisua of time by ■ 
asking only for in format i on ~your educators have in memory,. Most * | 

individuals in*the field test required 15-20 minutes to complete j 
the form. 



i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 



•tojtoid^^ichaa! H^fk******** Mai>1«d M*c School ^^^^ JSE*?*! 



(m! fA) (MESFA) CMPSSA) ~) (MEMO) (MSTA) 

ERIC , ^35 ^ ■ 



I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 



I 

Is 

I 
1 
1 
i 
i 



THf &ARYUMD. iTV UTILIZATION Siuut 

u^Ef?str¥ of Maryland 



PHONE: <S0!> 4B4.S44I 



(FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENT) 



April 23, 1981 



About one sonth ago L sent you a questionnaire about your district 1 ©policies 
toward the use of instructional television in the schools % The return rate 
has. been extemaly high; as a result we are only a few counties shy of having 
all questionnaires returned. Since we have n<^t heard from your office with 
regard to the survey I ajn taking the liberty Hp sending you another copy of 
the questionnaire in* the hope that you will take the 15-20 minutes to complete 

it and return ifc to me.* 

* * 

As I tsentioned before, we really appreciate the tisa, thought and effort you 
villus making to supply us 4 with this* important information. If you have any 
questions or concerns about the study please do not hesitate to call be perr 
sonaily a 30i-454r2590 o.r 2558. 

Again, I Vint to thank you t<£r your cooperation. * 
fours truly, 



Kerry A. Johnson, Ph.D. 

fro^ect Birector^ • • 



enclosure 



■eric- 
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^ UTILIMTION STUDY 

19S0 -1981 Stipwotefiilent Qa^sdonsaire 



fu maryland itv 

i. • .. . '. • • 
■ 

i ' ' • • 1 • - 

1 MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Division of Instructional Television -. 
. Ofdtafi Mills, Maryland 21117 ^ 



1 1 



<s5 



Ft^^Jkturn Within Ojse Werit Of Receipt To: 



fh ^ The Marjisnd HV Study 

m CoJkg^Df libra) ^ Jtafbrnmkxi Service 

* ftoom 31 14, Bocnhake Urfary 

UMvttsIt} rpfMaryhnd ^ 
* . " Coikgt P^k, Msryfcmd 20742 



\tiui ittfi^kfixJ <pa.Tiifc#fiiU*n. mil ^ men unl) h> cJk *mnx*&as fc^^rch &£l~tpl will lx uacil fU *U4iMna! put}**** 
unt). daia piilKttf^ prxA.^Mn^. *gruJ>^ CtrtfUknudicy will Ix p^>;n ui No personal) kkmif>ing jnfunhatHjn 
will be refeaaetl to anyone. t ^ . - 

"~ Wfisk yiid sst ra* ftvfo^ioJ tu jufXjfeL.fitfar ampmfikm h ts&zkii tw nuU ths. result* uf the *unc> ^umprefrcftohc. 
* ' iccu?ift\ ami timdy. . „ 4 

* SKA 137 i? 

ERIC Ma*-nv;i&iooJ^i2/fio ^ * 



t^fc ^mp^^^i cbe term *^^rac£l03ssl Tete^tt^i* (^ITY) fldfe^ to tsay lp-©c&ool ts^££ ^tel^vfsloo for 



I 
I 
I 



* gupftf^ fi^csmssoo © Secttun A losing uhuol yea* l$#0 19S1 figures. This infbcro^iitm fdllbc oscdfbr our wort 
fe^ ti^yftt^ys* pai^pieg* ninly and fejg sending, ym* a Summon Rgpon of the Oudv, if ytxi request pare >&mes md cater Idmti 
tfk% fofhemaskja tvill be sftiiabk oaly si^ spd wiH no* sppeir in tuy repora. , 



1. Ksae of tspcgskfg 




l 



2. iMve^c^^ds^^tei^^<rft^KciknVis^ca > &ev 
eirrviafeaessi? * * 

(lAfctfotocfis^ca 3) 

& )F§££^ iostote which type($)rf estsiiis you feiiwe feed 



1 □ Ye$ 



2 O No 



a CoOc§£ cotssscwoifc 

c Televised nVk*«nSceteries 
d Workshops g prcfe^ccsl meednp 
C fate Department of Edacs&^ia-scnlcc 
f Worfsihcp by local TV 



b. Have you 




g Other (ptegse ^ecfy) 



mch t*giois§ within the ps£ three yeas? 



1 D Yes 



2 O No 



«. Dtsfag the psit 3ye^s 
b. Ducts* 6k tteas 3 ye§» 



ft ■ , I - ■ .4 

fattened tts 1 

1 
1 



Decreased Doe' 



2 
2 



Bow would you te*c the! t*^g*HL? 
(Orde ot* 'masher far *sct S&a** 



mdroaeaa* of nv? 



it wsyto sve festiwaiofisl ceta, wtica ead*e»©c«3Qt£*sO- 

C Hal^T^ f^raga'tad tms^r% 17V tse to tse t^Qge 

ili^l^^^thgbSj^ 

d (fee etched thi» to §ofe * tiga b^tmftmkosts^^m 
r H fes$ b&amz es&t over the psst 3 year* to M^fr fts*i§ fer 



£pee 

1 

1 
1 



Neither 
A^ec Nor 



2 

2 



Dtssipee 
3 
3 



3 



i33 



i 
i 
i 
I 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
I 
i 



fasmctioraJ g^cjMs? 



1 Much hsder for ITV 

2 Harder 

3 NO (sf^TTCflCt 

4 Eifier 

5 Much osier for OV 



Pisv& tzd eq^r^m kz ITV tend t o erase from che 
Flesse fesic^e for |our dftfkt ^jprosfamdy wfegt 

t&txta f fff^l SOUTCC 

f 




comes 



t Fed^rsl government 
b tote programs 
c Disrict bud3« 
d School budget 
c OJieT(pkie^ec^y; 









7. Wbs do you epissae wia be tassl aisrem (19§0*81 ) epersdsg ex- 
peaditures for imtructkmal ttMtton in yourdhsrkSf^iaaddiifoato 
e^gaes» cosnactusl snsz^gngas* saette and equfrmegt, facfudc 

poet tise productlQa, k^#Hoq tw of FTV) 


t 




a Does your sefaool ^emhsvea f^teieitic process for rcplieta eld 
ny equipment (e^, ^ortstioo fenmtla)? 


1 D*Yes 


2 0 No. 




< 




S somr erf the buiidt^s ki your school s^em? 
(tf Ab, §o to ffiesdoo 12) 


i D Yes 


2 □ No 



10. ^d^xsi^cscsQj^ 

d^rict? ) % , 

^ (Oide fifths ippry.) 



il. ks^fcae co 
jwdtaict* 



commerdd statfoo(i) 

CfcameK*) 

b Cibk tekviskxi 

c Csssettc/f fclc o ttp c^ 

d Cksedwc^crt or Mmer ******** &ggm 

c Vkfcodbc 

f Deal fcaow • 



c^unai the cumber of cksroocn tesdief* there ^re fei 
t and in cofum* estimate the percenuge of those teachen 

cesc TVtcrics). 



a Teachers to 
District 



b Teachers 



12 Does^^r^^o^ice^^fef ow^TVprx^^? 
(Wr&tfptoqsmkm 14) 



1 D Yes 



2 □ No 



139 



13. Wtopisposaee^ed^ Ao^pets^sc^s^ 
(Click #^ttoippiy) 



a tanscs£o€il tse %• ^ 

b Atatoastive use (e^, Msaouaceeems) 

d Ftoductka e^wteece for ftudema 

her own performance) 
f Sadcfll ftssSsack (e§. sSowteg fcira/ber to %few hb/ 
hgr own pcfiwtssscc) 



I 

I 
I 



14. wb^f^b^^^^s^^hryw^iiai^^^meduy 

tedrfz &e gx of rrv? 



1 Always 

2 Unify , 
&UuOZynot 

4 Nsver 

5 Does ode tppty 



I 
I 
i 
i 
i 

i 



15. 

5* 



Hm you doae (or do you ptao do) fay cf the foUowii^? 
(Q?d« tbc fppropfiiS camber foe each.) 
& bemsfsg the Gsa&er of TV c». 
b. tqgacia§ Ma* tad lrttlte sets. bycok* 
c Adding videoespe equipmem 
d Bqmn^ivfcJeocape library 
e. AdalagMsgseresis 
t'Ad^pro^ctloQ 
1 g. Ad^ng videodisc c^xnoa 
k Other (please ^sediy^ 



16. 



Dois during tte 
b* 3ye*n 



flssaed for the 

2 
2 
2 
*2 
2 
2 
2 



Have doc sad 
don't plan to 




- ^cs^any^edof dsa coocemk§ nv? 

ta^aestion 17^ 
_ indicate to *tik£iweas:) * 

, > , 



I O Yes 



t BkK pro§riin to the use of nv 

b Eq*ipraeot or fedUties 

c Evshsstoo of programs 

d £ajpsa,(i£gi2^ksi) sixty 

c Other (pkss? ^ecfy) 



2 D No 



19. GmmfOf 

V '. nv? 



1 ^TOS^y CSCGW^v l§£ 

2 Eseourt^'tse bis tstvc to ^xttkxx of iadMdusJ 

3 Esther eac oa rey or ^otg^e use 

4 Dttcoufip,eiebu* tetve to ci^crctibo of fe#1^3 
e£ooh sad tndiers 

5 teos^y discount uss 



fDlbfuesdco 2! 

a. b £jc title of tfcsa pmtm? 
(Qrck o*e.) 

? : 



1 □ Yes 



2 D No 



! nVGooHtetor 

5 Gwdfasof of Lesfef^ lescaarts 

4 Qsricuhiaj CoostHz^or 

5 Osber (ptenc tpsdly) 



©nv? A 

c tew i^tsy pessom does tgd^ct-wkk ITV css?t£ag£gr feg»e bo 
(ITV)gs^? 

: 1. 



21. p^y^^Hcte^fe«rvlcx««l^^<»tl»^^lWfi^- 
(»M>,j^)tocpssgk)o23.) 



1 D Yes 



2D No 



22. The psfsoeisd ^k> ys^Sy cooduct these wcdggbops coe* frocn 
(Cfet^fiffthsi apply) 



« ITV DCvWoo, Depertsieot of Edycsikxi 
b Sdscol cteict - 
c S^ool h^rfh; 

d Local TVppftrm. Whida ds s ad . 

e \k £ r u£Ty eg college 

f Ott»(p£ei§eftecfy) 



>g Deal koerw 



23. tsiow is ft list of eges cfnv. c^ck the appropriate nutate to i 
cadi usfer to importance 



r . 

ERIC 



a. To essad the tsy of esperieflreftgiggsNe tomadeaa. 

b, To present sew Eaarii ls ' 

d To r efer ee tssteriti t^#it fe osher fetibm 

e To briQg cc«r rgfstiices tad/or pe*scra fc£o tec diarrx*n 

t To BQthttg &&k*& knaren fes > est»gt - 

tTo latest dse ^fing k^d 
To ftllowwdwto obeene i^i^sdems 
i To iHow teaeber and/or ifacSeGis ft brief t&ae to ntez % 
l To pgtrt tngjvjd^-UgtW) of ijifcractksn 
k To pre^ subject gmti^Whrtf 3^ 

L To tene & s syiisbk ted^^netive kiamt^cr^^^ 
(e£, td^doi^ k^-term teacher itaeesces). 
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a 

b 
e 
d 
e 
f 

f 

b 

i 
I 



I 

m 



2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
V 2 
2 
2 



3 
3 

3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 



3 
3 



24. Wfst do you is the gsasral ^timck of each $f thg fallowing 
^ poupi of people in >w district towird nv? 
(Circle the if^ropd^ msnber for each.) 

a The School toid M 

fe. iWcnss in gene r a l N ^ 

» C« Ftincipsl^ 

d Dcfsrtmem d^ir c* Subject M^ter ^da^ts * • 

J (Cbcdcboc tf^^k^D) > 
c. Os*er teachers 

bduck tise Nurse) ; 
g. Susfeats . c 

• h. Strict ^? 
i» Teacher os^sikm 



few Us 

Use 



a 

b 
c 



J 

S 

h 

i 



Neutral 
2 



Against 
its Use 



25. L^d bekrw trc rgsc ^2raeni3 sbout virfcxs utpects of ITV, p^ase 
iaSJcate your reaction to each by circling the apptopriate meabcr 



a hv show pest pcg^il&to for Ejto & t fn^teaeher cresthfey 
b. Teachers, when using tetnictiom] television, tesc tassm of their 

importan ce te the classroom getting ^ 
c The penoosJ relsttemhip between Kixkc* md tcadao- fc*a wk*zn 

tasjuctfcaisi tekv^oo Utsed 
{1 The development of more new fe^ructfemal tekv^<» prt^tns 

fe a waite of time, 
e Wlderusecf festructtocal television if needed , 
£ Tbe u^e of feinnictioteiJ tekvBon cakes any subject nsmer raore 

g, tosructkral tefevisk® should tenpire ftudsms to greyer ceriosity 
read learning 1 

h tatructioaai tdev^oo is aO H^tt but I feel it his been werexn- 
phastsed 

i /QUidren wkcSi coo^h ttievUJoo it boose; they don't need to wach 
raore in Kbod 

j, Ky dL2ri<? Lj ttftag ITV tsore thii ye= thsn it ttss la the pes three 
ye§» 



a 

b 

c 

d 
e 
K 
f 

B 

h 

i 
I 



2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 



3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 



26. 



27, 



Vtet wtj the total Avenge DsA5y Attendance (ADA ) in your scarlet on 
s *o« October 30. IP? (Kaifdiy nursery tsfxx* or kiaksprten 
Etteadmce fhoukl be counted aa haft tin* for dstenstafcg ADA) 



. ADA 



Wha perceKS^e of the pcrcna of students la your disrfct 6o you 
esaraae to be ( Ease cafoste A&Sffudera rectiibmhip tod asw 
aD pacts to that tool equab 100%.) 



1 . 

2 . 
3- 
4.. 



% low income 

X fow-tnkldle tecome 

% hi^h-ffiddSe iocome 

%bJ#ifcscome 



23. Approjdmsciy wfat pcrcerss^! of eudentj Ln yow tosr'.ct ec from 
horocs wbert u*ic jxiiay of ^proinint Ist^jsjc b odscr u"i3a EacUdi' 
(B^e csiismas oa ADA ewkM nJSfs^enh^.) * 



29. Fk>w nsny c-iena in ymx d^irict tft frora bc^ptt where tt« Lav 



Korcsi 

%>anith — 
Vletn-me?r 
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1 
1 
I 
1 




1 

1 

1 

I 
1 
1 



I 
I 
s 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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1 . 

2 . 
5- 
4 
5 



^ A^iicm tadiaji or Ahiksi Nsafve 
■^%As£si of fcaciic IMswkr / 

_ % Black (ec* of Hjfxmk: origin ) 
_ % f?hlte ( not of Kl^enkr or%in ) 



trtfc§3y wt^ m y&z? ptstest prog r am Reeds dydig the next three md why. 



, t-sce fa purpose 



\ 



Tteik you very csach taking the fear lo fill dm thfa q ue B tiaamb z 

"if y» wotfd Ita to feseftc a Sumirar) feepen of the Ondinp of W$ nud>! cheek here D tod *Jpp*y with yout 
Nsne ^ 



Cry 



.toe. 



» 1 43 



A P P E 



f 

M D I X B (Part 1) 
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C 
C 
6 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

c 



c 
c 
c 



SSAMPLER: , Gets a random starting! point from the user and picks 
a sample of schools from UNIVERSE and writes it in SAMPLE. In- 
addition, a brief report is printed at the terminal. 

P.F.y. Keller, February, 1981 

Ruhstream needed to activate the process: 

#ASC,A UNIVERSE. 

IUSE 10. , UNIVERSE. ' 

iASG,A SAMPLE. 

§US£ 20. , SAMPLE. 

fXQT PROGRAMS. ASAMPLER 

INTEGER* TYPE , NCODE , COCODE , SCHNUM ,TOTENR , SIGMA, ZIP , INTVAL 
INTEGER STEP,RNDSP,UNICT,UNIE«,SAMCT,SAMEN 

INTEGER UNITYP(31,5),SAMTYP(31,5),UNIROL(31,5),SAMROL(31,5) 
CHARACTERS NADDR(3) 



100 
200 
300 
320 
322 
400 
402 
403 

404 
406 
408 
410 
411 

1» 

412 FORMAT 
414 FORMAT 
416 FORMAT 



1 



FORMAT (I1,2J2,J4,I6,3A3 1 »,J5) 
FORMAT (I1,2J2,J4,m,3A3 l »,J5) 

FORMAT (« Enter a random starting point 'between 1 & 3675->') 
FORMAT (14) 

FORMAT (' Random starting points', 14/) 

FORMAT (//• Number of Schools by County Code by School Type'/) 
FORMAT (9X,'« >SAMPLE<— \20X,'-- >UNIVERSE<— •/) 
FORMAT (2X,'Cnty Typ2 Typ3 Typ4 Typ5 Tot', 

Typ2 Typ3 TypU Typ5 Tot'/) 
FORMAT (*»X,J2,5I5,4X,5I5) 
FORMAT (/• Total' ,515, 1X.5I5) 

FORMAT (///• School Enrollment by County Code by Schoal Type'/) 
FORMAT (14X,'-->SAMPLE<— ',30X,»— >UNIVERSE<«'/) - ' 
FORMAT (2X,'Cnty Typ2 . Typ3 TypU Typ5 Tot', • 
Typ2 Typ3 Typ4 Typ5 T<&*/) 
(4X,J2,5I7,4X,5I7) 
(/' Total' ,517, 4X, 517) 

(///' .' End of processing') 



Initialize 

SIGMAsO 

INTVAL«3675 

UNICTsO 

UNIENsO 

SAMCTsO 

SAMEHsO 

DO 3 1*1,5 
DO 2 Js1,31 
UNITYP(J,I)sO; 
SAHTYPU,I)sO 
UNIR0L(J,I)=0 
SAMROL(J,I)sO 
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2 . continue 

3 continue - 
. Print 300 

read 320,rndsp . 
print 322,rndsp 

STEPsRNDSP 

C , _ ^ 

8 READ (10,100, ENDs 1 2 ) TYPE , NCODE , COCODE , SCHNOh , TOTENR , NAD DR .ZIP 
-SIG«A=SIGMA+TOTENR , • T 

UNICTsUNIdT+1 
UNIENsUNIEN+TOTENR 

UNITYP ( COCODE , TYPE- 1 ) =UNITYP (COCODE , TYPE- 1 ) +1 
UNIR0L(C0C0DE,TYPE-1 )=UNIR0L(C0C0DE,TYPE-1 )+TOTENR 
IF(SIGMA4.T.STEP)G0T0 8 

WRITE (20, 200 JTYPE, NCODE, COCODE, SCHNUH, TOTENR, NADDR . Z] 
STEPsSTEP+INTVAL 
f SAMGTsSAMCT+1 
SAMEN=SAMEN+TOTENR 

SAMTYP ( COCODE , TYPE- 1 ) sSAMTYP ( COCODE , TYPE- 1 )♦ 1 
SAMROL ( COCODE , TYPE- 1 ) s SAflROL (COCODE , TYPE - 1 ) +TOTEN R 
GOTO 8 
12 END FILE 20 
C ^ ' 

C Write Report ' 

C 

DO 94 1*1,30 
DO 92 J=1,4 

UNITYP(I,5)=UNIWP(I,5)+UNITYP(I,J) 
UNITYP(31,J)=UNITYP(31,J)+UNITYP(I,J) 
UNIR0L(I,5)=UmR0L(I,5)+UNIR0L(I,J) 
UNIROL(31,J)=UHIROL(31,J)+UNIROL(I,J) 
- SAMTYP (1,5) sSAMTYP (1,5) +SAMTYP (I, J) 
SAMTYP0 1 , J ) sSAMTYP (3 1 , J ) ♦SAHTYP (I, J) 
, SAMROL (1,5 ) sSAMROL (1,5) +SAMROL (I, J) 
SAMROL ( 3 1 , J ) sSAHROL ( 3 1 , J ) +SAHROL ( I , J ) 
92 CONTINUE 
94 CONTINUE 
PRINT MOO 
PRINT 402- 
r PRINT 403 

DO 20 1=1,23 

• * PRINT 404,I,(SAHTYP(I,J),Js1,5),(UNITYP(I,J) ,J=1,5) 
20 CONTINUE 
1=30 . 

PRINT 404,I,(SAMTYP(I,J) , J= 1 ,5) , (UNITYPU , J ) , Js1 ,5) 
1*31 

PRINT 406, (SAMTY^d , J) , Js 1 f 4 ) , SAMCT , ( UNITYP ( I , J ) , J= 1 , 4 ) ,UNICT 
PRINT 408 
PRINT- 410 
PRINT 411 ^ 

DO 22 1x1,23 * ) 

PRINT 412,I,(SAMR0L(I,J),Js1,5>!(UNIR0L(I,J) ,J*1,5) 
22 CONTINUE * 
1*30 
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STOP 
END 



\ < 



| ^| ™™ T ^2 I I,(SAMR0L(IW),J = 1,5),(UNIR0L(I,J),J S 1 |5 ) 
PRINT 2j^ <SAHROL(I ' J) ' Js1 ' 4) ' SA ^^ 

I 

I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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APPENDIX B * (Ptert 2) 



2 'Solicits Input from the terminal to enter ydata from t he Tea cher 

3 'Questionnaire, does some error and logic^dheckingt concatenates the 

4 'data into character strings, and writes them to an intermediate file 

5 'which the user must append onto the main teacher data file before 

6 'reactivating the program for anotheY session at the terminal. 

7 t 

8 'P.F.G. Keller, May, 1981 
9 



1(|) STRINGS 3 




DIM G$(20) ,C$(20) ,A$(20) ,A(20) ,'S$(70,2) ,B$ 
140 B$=CHR$(7) 

160 FOR 1=1 TO 14 ! READ G$(I) ! NEXT I 

180 DATA P,K,1 ,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12* ^ 

200 FOR 1=1 TO 16 ! READ C$(I) ! NEXT I 

220 DATA A,B,C,D,E,F,G,fi,I,J,K,L,M,N,0,P 

222 FOR 1=1 TO 6 

224 READ W(I) 

226 NEXT I 

228 DATA 78/70,80,79,79,73 

240 LINES 80 

260 STRINGS 90 
280 G0SUB 5300 
300 ' 

320 ' ENTRY POINT FOR NEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
340 PRINT 1 PRINT ! PRINT 
360 ' 

380 .'CARD IMAGE 1 ^ 
400 » 9 



420 X=1 

427 PRINT CHR$(7); 

440 "SEVEN-DIGIT ID#"; ! INPUT 1$ ! R$=CAT$(I$ ,"1 "> ! L$(X)=R$ 

460 "#1 .'GRADES TAUGHT"; ! MAT INPUT A$ / 

480 IF A$( 1 )="X" THEN R$="99999999999999" ! G0T0 620 *> 

500 B$="22222222222222" 

520 FOR 1=1 TO HUM 
540 FOR J=1 TO 14 

560 IF A$(I)=G$(J) THEN GOSUB 4400 " \ 

580 NEXT J 

600 NEXT I 

620 GOSUB 4320 

640 GOSUB 5020 

660 "*2:"; ! GOSUB 4260 

680 "3a: STUDENTS" ;B$; ! INPUT R$ ! IF LEN(R$)<3 THEN R$=CAT$("0" , R$) 

700 GOSUB 4320 p^T 

720 "3b -CLASSES"/ I GOSUB 4260 

740 "#4: LETTER CODES FOR SUBJECTS"; ! Y=15 ! GOSUB 4520 

760 GOSUB 5020 

780 "#f:"j ! GOSUB 4260 

800 "#6:TRS HERE,YRS OVERALL"; J MAT INPUT' A$ 

820 IF NUM<>2 THEN PRINT B$;"Two values, stupid!" ! GOTO 800 

840 FOR 1=1 TO 2 ! L$(X)=CAT$(L$(X) ,A$(I) ) I NEXT I 
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860 GOSUB 5020 . ' / 

88Q "#7a7b:";- ! GOSUB 4260 
92D "#8:"; ! GOSUB 4260 
940 "#9;"; | GOSUB 4260 

960 "#10:TYPES PROG AVAIL" }\ ! Y=6 *! GOSUB 4520 

980 "#11:": ! GOSUB 4260 V I 

1000 "#12: LOCATIONS"; ! Y=6 t GOSUB 4520 

1.020 GOSUB 5020 - 

1040 "#13:"; ! GOSUB 4260 / 

1060 "#14?"; ! GOSUB 4260 ( ' 

1080 "#15:TYPES HARDWARE"; ! Ysf'H GOSUB 4520 

1100 "#16 "; ! GOSUB 4260 

1120 "#17*:"; ! GOSUB 4260 X - * 

1140 GOSUB 5100 " y 
1160 IF U=0 THEN 380 
1180 • 

1200 »CARD IMAGE 2 
1220 ' 
1240 X=2 ; 

1260 R$=CAT$(I$ f "2 ") ! L$(X)=R$ 

1280 "#18: USE "FACTORS"; ! Y=11 ! GOSUB 4520 

1300 GOSUB 5020. ? ' * 

1320 "#19: ARRANGEMENTS"; ! Y=5 ! GOSUB 4520 

1340 "#20:"; f GOSUB 4260 

1360 "#21:MEDIA USED"; ! Y=9 ! GOSUB 4520 

1380 "#22:"; 

1400 INPUT R$ ! IF LEN(R$)<2 THEN R$=CAT$("0" f R$) 
1420 GOSUB 4320 

1440 "#23(LEFT):ITV THIS SUBJ"; ! Y*16 ! GOSUB 4520 
1460 "#23(RIGHT) : SUPPLEMENT"; ! Y=16 ! GOSUB 4520 
1480 GOSUB 5100 . 
1500 IF U=0 THEN 1200 » 

1520 • - 
1540 'CARD IMAGE 3 
•156^0 • • 
1580 X=3 

1400 R$sCAT$(I$,"3 ") ! L$(X)=R$ 

1620 »#23(RIGHT): CENTRAL"; ! Y=16 ! GOSUB 4520 
1640 GOSUB 5020 

1660 "#24:"; !' GOSUB 4260 * 

1680 "#25:"; ! GOSUB 4260 . - - * 

1700 "#26:"; I GOSUB 4260 

1720 "#27:"; I GOSUB 4260 

1740 "#28: OUTCOMES"; ! Y=8 ! GOSUB 4520 

1760 "#29:"; ! GOSUB 426.0 ■ 

1780 "#30: USE SERIES, USE PROGS"; ! GOSUB 4860 

1800 IF UsO THEN 1780 

1820 "#31 -#33:"; t GOSUB 4260 

1880 "pre-#35:Was a series named <Y,N>":. - 

188 8S?."f U&W ' IF «»•*'.»■•«• ™N 2, 2 0 

1940 "#35-#37"i ! GOSUB 4260 
2100 GOTO* 2140 

2£2O-R$s«999099999" j GOSUB 4320 
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■ 2140 "#$8: GUIDES AVAIL^GUIDES USEFUL"; ! GOSUB 4860 

, . 2160 IF U=0 THEN 2140 

2130 "#39-#41:"j ! GOSUB 4260 

2240 "#42:BLDG C00R,IS IT YOU?"; ! GOSUB 4860 

2260 IF Us,0 THEM 2240 

2280 "#43:SERVICES"; ! Y=6 ! GOSUB 4520 

2300 -"#44(T0P):C0NTA6T"; ! GOSUB 4260 N 

2320 "WUEFT):DISTR SVCS";. ! Ys6 ! GOSUB 4520 

2340 "If4( RIGHT): ST SVCS"; ! Y=6 ! GOSUB 4520 

2360 "#45 : n ; ! GOSUB 4260 

2380 GOSUB 5100^ 

2400 IF UsO THEN 1540 

2420 « 

2440 'CARD IMAGES 4 & 5 

2460 • 

2480 L$(4)aCAT$(I$,"4 «) 

2500 L$(5)=CAT$(I$,«5 ") 

2520 FOR 1= 1 TO 70 

2540 FOR Js1 TO 2 ! S$(I,J) = "9jf ! NEXT J 

2560 NEXT I / 

2580 PRINT B$ 

2600 "#34 **THE BIG ONE««" ' 

2620 "Which Varies got responses"; ! MAT INPUT A 

2640 IF A(1>=0 THEN 2760 

2660 FOR K=1 TO NUM 
2680 PRINT 

2700 "Series rating, Guide rating [for series" ;A(K) ; "] 

2720 INPUT S$(A(K),1),S$(A(K>),2) 

2740 NEXT K 

2760 PRINT 

2780 FOR 1=1 TO 70 

2800 FOR J=1 TO 2 

2820 L$(J+3)=CAT$(L$(J+3) ,S$(I , J) ) 
28jW> NEXT J 

2g60 NEXT i 

2880 Xs4 1 GOSUB 5100 

2900 IF UsO THEtttyWO 

2920 X=5/TpOSUBli00 

- 2940 IF OW THEN W40 

2960 » Y 
298><CARp^MAGE 6 

3000 T ' 

3020 Xs6 / 

3040 R$5PAT$(I$,"6 ") ! L$(X)=R$ 

3060 "#46"; ! GOSUB 4260 
3200rRINT 

• 3220 "47*1 I GOSUB 4260 

3440 PRINT 

3460 "#48:"; ! GOSUB 4260 

/ 3480^ "#49;TYPESOF TRAINING"; I Y=6 ! GOSUB 4520 

3500 "#50"; ! GOSUB 4260 

3520 "#51"; ! GOSUB* 4260 

**3540 PRINT 

3560 "52"; ! GOSUB 4260 , 

14 9 
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37*20 PRINT j 

3740 "#53V ! Y=4 4 :i GOSUB 1*520 
3760 PR in/ 



38o2 GoIS| 2 ^ ITS MAX " 5 1 INPUT R$ 1 IF LEN(R$)<2 THEN M«CAT$C-0" f R$) 

3860 IE LEN(A$(I))<2 THEN A$t|) s CAT$( «0» Aifin 
3880 -R$^A$(I) ! GOSUB' 1*320 »A5U)) 
3900 NEXT- 1 Ar 

|||g GOSU 6 B H J320 GAPPEDn; 1 ^ PUT R * 1 IF LEN <«*><2 THEN R$=CAT$(«0«,R$) 

lllo FOR 7 !^ ^ D nSm IAN ' HISP ' BLK,WHITE " ; 1 MAT INPUT A$ 
39&OIF A$(I) S «X« THEN A$(I)r«999" J GOTO HOUO 
-4000 IF LEN<A$U))>=3 THEN 4M0 
SS^O A$(I) = CAT$(«0". f A$(I)) ! GOTO HOOO 
40110 R$=A$(I) ! GOSUB 4320 
4060 NEXT I' 
4080 GOSUB 5100 /■ 
4100 IF U=0 THEN 2980 

4120 GOSUB 5580 # 
4140 IF U=0 THEN 320 
4f60 GOSUB 5760 
4180 IF Ua1 THEN 320 

4200 GOTO 5860 *' + 

4220 « 

4240 * *- 

4260 'SCALAR INPUT ENTRY POINT 
4280 * 

4287 PRINT CHR$(7); ' 
4300 INPUT R$" 

■SISS B"ffil) nBI WITH CARD IMAGE LINE 

4360 RETURN ^ 
4330 » 

4400 'SELECTIVE CONVERSION OF 2>!£ TO V% 
4*120 f ^ . * 

•444a4l$»EXTj|(R$,J,1) 
4460 R$=ADD$(R$,«1",J-1) 

4480 RETURN % 
4500 ' * 

4520 | VECTOR INPUT ENTRY POINT FOR CHARACTER-CODED ITEMS • - 

4547 PRINT CHR$(7)'; 

4560 MAT INPUT A$ • 
4580 R$=«» 

4600 IF AKU^VX* THEN 1*760 
4660 FOR Js1 TO Y 

4680 IF A$(I) 2 C$(J) THEN , GOSUB 4400 
4700 NEXT J 

4720 NEXT I ' 

no 




5140 ■ 
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0 



I 

I 



I 
I 



• ■ : . • i 

4740 GOTO 4800 

•4760 'NINES FILL FOR MISSING DATA (CODE X) - 

4780 FOR 1=1' TO Y I R$=cm(R$ "9") ! NEXT I 
4800 GOSUB 4320* .-""^ 
4820 RETURN t ► 

4840 » - • 

4860 ? CONCATENATE TW.O SCALAR INPUTS h m 

4880 • ■ . 1 

4887 PRINt CHR$(7); * > ■ 

4900 MAT INPUT A$ 

4920 U=1 ' - 

4940 IF NUM<>2 TH/EH PRINT B$;"Must be two numbers!" ! U=0 ! .RETURN 
4960 FOR 1=1 T0*2 ! L$(X)=CAT$(L$(X),A$(I)) ! NEXT I * 
4980 RETURN, 

5000 • N 
5020, 'ADD A' BLANK TO CARD "IMAGE LINE" 

5040 " < _ 

5060 L$(X)=CAT$(L$(X)," ") I 
§080 RETURN ■ 
5100 • - _ 

5120 'VERIFY A CARD IMAGE 

5140 ' •» * 

5160 PRINT !' PRINT' , * rg> 

5180 ."CARD."<$X;*FOR CASE f;I$ ! PRINT '• *f , - 

0 520(H»RINT L$(X) ! PRINT ' > 1 

5202 iF LEN (L$(X))>W(X) THEN U=0 ! PRINT "TOO LONG" L-RETU* 5 " " 
. 5204 y TF<sLEN (L$(X))<W(X>. THEN U=0 r PRINT "TOO SHORTA ! RET 
5220 "OK- TO MOVE ON <Y,N>«; ! INPUT U$ !, U$=CAP$(U$) 
5240 U=1 ! IF MID$j:u$,1,1) = "N" THEN U=0 
5260 PRINT ! RETURN , 
5280*3 . ^ 

5300 'OPEN FILES 
. /532Q » •* - 

53^0 FILES ITVDATA1 , _ 

5360 SCRATCH # 1 / I 
5380 PRINT .! aPRINT "All get with ITV0ATA1" ! PRI^T ! RETURN ' ■ 

5400 .' 

5420 ^LOGOFF 



I 



1 
I 



1 



5460 PRINT ! PRINT "That's it for ITVDATA1" ! PRINT * * 

5$m CLOSE t\~ ' r & m 

■ 5PfO EXEC- "fFREE ITVDATA1." " ' % § 

5520 STOP * . V 

• ii^o^v ■ ■ » ■ . ■ 

^ 5580 'WRITE CURRENT CASE TO FILE S 
5600 ♦ $ 

5620 U=1 ! PRINT ! PRINT "OK to write record ";!$;" to file <Y,N>«; 



I 



5640 INP* R$ ! R$sCAP$(-R$) 
,660 IF MIDA(R$, 1,-1 )="N" THEN U=0 ! ' RETURN 

080 FOR IsTTO 6 1 PRINT #1,L$(I) ! NEXT I j m 

700 PRINT ! PRINT "D o n e !";B$ - ' I 

720 RETURN ' 



I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

t 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
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5760 'TO CONTINUE OR NOT TO-CONTINUE * 
5780 • 

5790 "WANNA CONTINUE THIS BIZ , TOOTS <Y,N>"; 
5800 INPUT R$ ! R$?CAP$(R$). 

5B20 Us1 ! IF* MID4(R$, 1 , 1 )="N" THEN GOSUB* 5420 
5840 RETURN * 
5860 END 



r 



i 

I 
I 
I 



0 
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